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6.  On  March  22,  1951,  the  Comrai^sion 
issued  its  “Third  Notice  of  Further  Pro¬ 
posed  Rule  Making’’  (FCC  51-244).*  In 
Appendices  A  and  B  of  the  third  notice, 
the  Commission  set  forth  its  conclusions 
based  on  the  hearing  record  developed 
with  respect  to  the  general  issues.  The 
Commission  at  the  same  time  afforded 
interested  parties  the  opportunity  to  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  conclusions  in  Appendices  A 
and  B  by  filing  statements  of  objections. 

7.  Appendices  C  and  D  of  the  Third 
Notice  contained  a  new  proposed  table  of 
television  channel  assignments  for  the 
United  States  and  the  Territories  and 
new  illustrative  assignments  for  Canada 
and  Mexico.  Pursuant  to  paragraph  12 
of  this  notice,  parties  were  permitted  to 
file  comments  and  oppositions  to  such 
comments  as  might  be  filed  by  other  per¬ 
sons  with  respect  to  the  proposals  in 
Appendices  C  and  D. 

8.  On  June  21,  1951,  the  Commission 
Issued  its  “Third  Report”  (FCC  51-640) 
in  the  above  entitled  proceedings.  In 
this  report,  the  Commission  decided  that 
it  could  not,  at  that  time,  take  action  to 
effect  a  partial  lifting  of  th^  “freeze.” 
On  July  12,  1951,  the  Commission  issued 
its  “Fourth  Report  and  Order”  (FCC  51- 
693)  which  allocated  to  television  broad¬ 
casting  the  frequency  band  470-5C0  Mcs. 
On  July  25,  1951,  the  Commission 
adopted  its  “Fifth  Report  and  Order” 
(FCC  51-752)  amending  its  “freeze  or¬ 
der”  to  permit  consideration  on  a  ca.se- 
to-case  basis  of  applications  by  existing 
licensees  and  permittees  for  special  tem¬ 
porary  authority  to  increase  power 
within  certain  defined  limits. 

9.  On  July  25,  1951,  the  Commission 
Issued  an  order  (FCC  51-739)  cancelling 
the  oral  hearings  which  were  scheduled 
to  take  place  pursuant  to  the  Third 
Notice.*  This  order  provided  all  parties 
with  an  opportunity  to  file  sworn  state¬ 
ments  or  exhibits  fully  setting  out  their 
position  in  support  of  the  pleadings  they 
had  filed.  In  addition,  parties  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  submit  sworn  statements  or  ex¬ 
hibits  directed  against  statements  or  ex¬ 
hibits  offered  by  other  parties  and  to 
file  briefs  with  respect  to  any  matter  of 
fact  or  law  raised  by  the  evidence.  The 
Commission  also  provided  for  oral  pres- 
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Part  II  of  this  issue  contains  the 
Rules  Governing  Television  Broad¬ 
cast  Stations,  issued  by  the  Federal 
Communications  Commissi07i. 


Chapter  I — Federal  Communications 
Commission 

Subchapler  B — Radio  Regulation^ 

(Docket  Nos.  8738,  8975,  8976,  and  91751 

Part  3 — Radio  Broadcast  Services 

SVBPART  E — RULES  GOVERNING  TELEVISION 
BROADCAST  STATIONS 

In  the  matters  of  amendment  of 
1  3.606  of  the  Commission’s  rules  and 
regulations.  Docket  Nos.  8736  and  8975; 
amendment  of  the  Commission’s  rules, 
regulations  and  Engineering  Standards 
Concerning  the  Television  Broadcast 
'V’l'vice,  Docket  No.  9175;  utilization  of 
irequencies  in  the  Band  470  to  890  mcs 
for  television  broadcasting.  Docket  No. 
8976. 

Sixth  Report  and  Order 

THE  PROCEEDINGS 

1.  These  proceedings  were  Instituted 
on  May  6,  1948,  by  a  “Notice  of  Pro¬ 
posed  Rule  Making”  (FCC  48-1569)  de¬ 
signed  to  amend  the  table  of  television 
channel  assignments  for  the  United 
States,  set  out  in  section  3.606  of  the 
Rules  and  Regulations  of  this  Commis¬ 
sion.  During  the  hearing  held  by  the 
Comiriission  pursuant  to  this  Notice,  evi¬ 
dence  was  introduced  which  Indicated 
the  necessity  for  a  revision  of  the  Com- 
mis.sion’s  Rules,  Regulations  and  Stand- 
ard.s  with  respect  to  the  technical  phases 
of  the  television  broadcast  service. 

2.  On  September  30,  1948,  the  Com¬ 
mission  issued  a  report  and  order  (FCC 
48-2182),  commonly  referred  to  as  the 
“freeze  order”.  In  general,  this  order 
provided  that  no  new  or  pending  appli¬ 
cations  for  the  construction  of  new  tele¬ 
vision  broadcast  stations  would  be  acted 
upon  by  the  Commission;  and  that  new 
and  pending  applications  for  modifica¬ 
tion  of  existing  authorizations  would  be 
con§idered  on  a  case-to-case  basis  with 
action  thereon  depending  on  the  extent 
to  which  the  requested  modification 
affected  the  issues  in  the  television  pro¬ 
ceeding.  In  adopting  the  “freeze  order,” 
the  Commission  pointed  out  that  a  na¬ 
tional  television  assignment  plan  and 
the  Commission’s  rules,  regulations  and 
standards  must  be  based  upon,  and  must 
reflect,  the  best  available  engineering 
information.  It  was  noted  that  the 
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Commission  could  not  continue  to  make 
assignments  under  the  existing  table 
since  the  evidence  presented  at  the  hear¬ 
ing  raised  serious  questions  concerning 
the  validity  of  the  bases  upon  which  the 
table  was  constructed.  The  Commission 
noted  that  the  granting  of  additional 
television  authorizations  would  make 
more  difficult  any  revisions  in  the  table 
made  necessary  by  subsequent  changes 
in  the  rules  and  standards. 

3.  The  current  phase  of  the  television 
proceeding  was  initiated  on  July  11, 1949, 
by  the  issuance  of  the  Commission’s 
“Notice  of  Further  Proposed  Rule  Mak¬ 
ing”  (FCC  49-948).  Attached  to  this 
notice  were  four  appendices:  Appendix 
A  set  forth  the  Commission’s  proposals 
to  amend  its  television  rules,  regulations 
and  engineering  standards;  Appendix  B 
set  forth  the  methods  and  assumptions 
upon  which  the  Commission’s  figures 
and  values  specified  in  Appendix  A  were 
based;  Appendix  C  contained  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  proposed  revision  of  its  table 
of  television  channel  assignments 
throughout  the  United  States  and  the 
Territories;  and  Appendix  D  contained 
illustrative  assignments  for  Canada, 
Mexico,  and  Cuba  indicating  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  it  might  be  necessary  to 
take  into  account  the  use  of  channels  by 
these  countries. 

4.  In  September  1949,  the  Commission 
began  its  hearings  on  the  color  television 
issues  in  this  proceeding  and  its  First 
and  Second  Color  Reports  were  issued 
on  September  1,  1950,  and  October  11, 

1950,  respectively  (FCC  50-1064  and  FCC 
50-1224). 

5.  Subsequently,  on  October  16,  1950, 
the  Commission  began  hearing  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  interested  parties  who  had  filed 
comments  concerning  the  general  issues 
set  forth  in  Appendices  A  and  B  of  the 
notice  of  July  11,  1949.  These  extensive 
hearings  continued  until  January  31, 

1951,  when  the  Commission  recessed  in 
order  to  study  the  record  and  determine 
whether  it  should  proceed  with  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  Appendices  C  and  D  in  the  light 
of  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  general 
issues. 


1  Hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Third 
Notice”. 

*  The  procedural  steps  leading  to  the  can¬ 
cellation  of  the  oral  hearings  are  descr.bed  in 
the  order  of  July  25,  1951  (FCC  61-739). 
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entations  in  addition  to  the  submission 
of  sworn  statements  or  exhibits  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  issue  which  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  judgment  could  not  be  satisfac¬ 
torily  considered  and  disposed  of  without 
oral  presentation. 

10.  The  order  of  July  25,  1951,  also 

provided ;  . 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Issues  raised 
by  Appendices  A  and  B  of  the  Third  Notice 
of  Further  Proposed  Rule  Making  (FCC  51- 
244)  are  interrelated  with  those  raised  by 
the  Issues  to  be  determined  in  the  remain¬ 
ing  portion  of  these  proceedings,  and  in 
order  to  permit  parties  to  make  a  full 
presentation  of  their  cases,  the  Commission 
has  decided  not  to  finalize  Appendices  A  and 
B  at  this  time.  However,  sworn  statements 
or  exhibits  filed  pursuant  to  paragraph  5 
above  must  l>e  consistent  with  Appendices 
A  and  B,  with  the  foilowing  express  excep¬ 
tion:  If  a  comment  or  opposition  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Apendices  C  and  D  of  the  Third 
Notice  deviates  from  Appendices  A  and  B,  a 
sworn  statement  or  exhibit  inconsistent  with 
Appendices  A  and  B  may  be  filed  pursuant 
to  paragraph  5  above  if  such  statement  or 
exhibit  is  inconsistent  with  Appendices  A 
and  B  only  to  the  extent  that  the  comment 
or  opposition  is  Inconsistent  with  Appendices 
A  and  B. 

11.  Upon  consideration  of  the  entire 
record  in  this  proceeding,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  is  now  in  a  position  to  issue  a  final 
report  with  respect  to  the  matters  cov¬ 
ered  by  Appendices  A,  B,  C,  and  D  of  the 
Third  Notice.* 

GENERAL  CONSIDERATIONS  SUPPORTING  THE 

ADOPTION  OF  A  TABLE  OF  ASSIGNMENTS  FOR 

THE  TELEVISION  SERVICE 

12.  Toward  the  close  of  the  war  in 
1945,  when  it  appeared  that  the  emer¬ 
gence  of  television  as  a  regular  broad¬ 
casting  service  was  imminent,  the  Com¬ 
mission  conducted  a  rule  making 
proceeding  (Docket  6780)  resulting  in 
the  adoption  of  the  existing  television 
rules  and  standards,  including  the  pres¬ 
ent  Table  of  Assignments.*  This  earlier 
table  which  employs  VHP  frequencies 
only,  has  served  as  a  framework  for  the 
growth  thus  far  of  the  television  service. 
It  has  been  urged  in  this  proceeding 
that  as  a  matter  of  policy*  we  should 
abandon  the  concept  of  a  nationwide 
table  of  channel  assignments  and  permit 
applicants  from  any  community  to  apply 
for  the  u.se  of  any  channels  provided 
certain  general  engineering  criteria  were 
met.  Upon  careful  consideration  of  the 
record  in  this  proceeding  we  are  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  public  interest  requires 
our  continued  adherence  to  the  concept 
of  a  table  of  channel  assignments  as  the 
most  effective  method  for  assuring  a  fair 
distribution  of  television  service  through¬ 
out  this  country. 

13.  The  Communications  Act  of  1934, 
among  other  things,  establishes  as  a 
responsibility  of  the  Commission  the 
“making  available  to  all  people  of  the 
United  States,  an  eflQcient,  nationwide, 


•In  FM  also  the  Commission  decided  that 
the  optimum  distribution  of  stations  could 
best  be  accomplished  by  a  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments. 

‘  The  Commission  has  already  determined 
In  Its  Memorandum  Opinion  of  July  13,  1951 
(F<X/  61-709)  that  It  has  legal  authority  to 
prescribe  such  a  Table  of  Assignments  as 
part  of  its  rules. 


radio  service"  (section  1),  and  the  effec¬ 
tuation  of  the  distribution  of  radio  fa¬ 
cilities  in  such  a  manner  that  the  result 
is  fair,  eflBcient  and  equitable  and  other¬ 
wise  in  the  public  interest  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  listening  and  viewing 
public  of  the  United  States  (sections  303 
and  307b).  Our  conclusion  that  these 
standards  can  best  be  achieved  by  the 
adoption  of  a  Table  of  Assignments  is 
based  upon  three  compelling  considera¬ 
tions:  A  Table  of  Assignments  makes 
for  the  most  efficient  technical  use  of 
the  relatively  limited  number  of  chan¬ 
nels  available  for  the  television  service. 
It  protects  the  interests  of  the  public 
residing  in  smaller  cities  and  rural  areas 
more  adequately  than  any  other  system 
for  distribution  of  service  and  affords  the 
most  effective  mechanism  for  providing 
for  noncommercial  educr.tional  tele¬ 
vision.  It  permits  the  elimination  of 
certain  procedural  disadvantages  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  processing  of  applica¬ 
tions  which  would  otherwise  unduly  de¬ 
lay  the  overall  availability  of  television 
to  the  people.  Each  of  these  factors 
is  discussed  below. 

14.  One  of  the  principal  reasons  for 
an  engineered  Table  of  Assignments  in¬ 
corporated  into  our  rules  is  that  it  per¬ 
mits  a  substantially  more  efficient  use 
of  the  available  spectrum.  It  is  clear 
that,  mathematically,  once  a  fixed  sta¬ 
tion  separation  has  been  agreed  upon, 
the  maximum  number  of  stations  which 
can  be  accommodated  on  any  given 
channel  becomes  fixed.  In  practice 
this  theoretical  maximum  cannot  be 
achieved  since  the  location  of  cities 
capable  of  supporting  such  stations  will 
not  follow  any  such  regular  pattern  of 
location.  But  an  Assignment  Table 
drawn  upon  an  examination  of  the 
country  as  a  whole  can  confidently  be 
expected  to  more  closely  approximate 
the  mathematical  optimum,  than  would 
assignments  of  stations  based  uixin  the 
fortuitous  determinations  of  individual 
applicants  interested  solely  in  the  cov¬ 
erage  possibilities  in  a  particular  com¬ 
munity  irrespective  of  the  effect  of  such 
assignments  on  the  possibility  of  making 
assignments  in  other  communities.  We 
are  convinced  that  only  through  an  en¬ 
gineered  Table  of  Assignments  can  areas 
receiving  no  service  or  inadequate  serv¬ 
ice  be  kept  to  a  minimum. 

15.  In  our  opinion  there  is  an  equally 
significant  reason  why  a  Table  of  As¬ 
signments  should  be  established  in  our 
rules.  For  while  the  record  in  this  pro¬ 
ceeding  demonstrates  that  the  desire 
for  broadcasting  service  from  local  sta¬ 
tions.  reflecting  local  needs  and  inter¬ 
ests  is  widespread,  experience  has  shown 
that  many  of  the  communities  which 
cannot  now  support  television  stations 
but  would  eventually  be  able  to  do  so, 
will  in  the  absence  of  a  fixed  reserva¬ 
tion  of  channels  for  their  use,  find  that 
available  frequencies  have  been  pre¬ 
empted.  The  same  is  true  with  respect 
to  the  establishment  of  any  significant 
number  of  noncommercial  educational 
stations.  It  might,  or  course,  be  possible 
to  achieve  these  results  by  allocating  a 
large  block  of  frequencies  for  these 
smaller  cities  and  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  television  without  specifying 
the  assignment  location  of  particular 


channels.  But  we  are  convinced  that 
this  could  only  be  done  at  the  expense 
of  unnecessarily  reducing  the  total  num¬ 
ber  of  channels  available  to  meet  other 
television  needs. 

16.  A  further  consideration  compels 
us  to  adopt  the  table.  When  we  resume 
the  processing  of  applications  for  tele¬ 
vision  stations,  we  expect  to  have  on  file 
an  exceedingly  large  number  of  appli¬ 
cations.  We  find  that  in  the  absence 
of  a  fixed  Assignment  Table  it  would 
be  unduly  complex— and  perhaps  im¬ 
possible — to  decide  all  conflicting  de¬ 
mands  among  communities  in  individual 
licensing  proceedings.  Once  it  is  recog¬ 
nized  that  these  conflicting  demands  are 
interrelated,  it  becomes  apparent  that 
they  can  most  satisfactorily  be  decided 
in  one  hearing.  Moreover,  a  question  is 
raised  in  view  of  the  decision  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  in  Ashbacker  Radio  Corp.  v. 
Federal  Communications  Commission, 
326  U.  S.  327,  whether  it  would  not  be 
necessary  as  a  matter  of  law  to  decide 
all  these  cases  in  one  or  several  very 
large  proceedings.  Accordingly,  we  find 
that  the  determination  of  the  questions 
relating  to  the  equitable  distribution  of 
facilities  among  the  cities  and  states  in 
one  rule  making  proceeding  such  as  we 
have  here  conducted  was  conducive  to 
the  best  dispatch  of  our  business,  satis¬ 
fied  the  ends  of  justice  and  was  required 
in  the  public  interest. 

17.  It  is  contended  that  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Table  of  Assignments  such  as 
has  been  adopted  herein  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  sufficient  flexibility  in  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  channels  as  to  enable  us  to  rec¬ 
ognize  economic,  geographic,  population 
and  other  pertinent  differences  between 
communities  and  areas.  This  is  in  ef¬ 
fect  an  argument  that  a  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  cannot  possibly  achieve  results 
which  are  as  much  in  the  public  interest, 
convenience  and  necessity,  or  as  “fair, 
efficient  and  equitable”  as  the  “applica¬ 
tion"  or  “demand”  method  of  assigning 
channels.  But  it  has  not  been  in  any 
wise  demonstrated  by  anyone  making 
this  contention  that  the  end  result  of 
the  claimed  “flexibility”  for  the  “appli¬ 
cation"  or  “demand"  method  of  assign¬ 
ing  television  channels  throughout  the 
country  will  be  a  more  fair,  or  more 
equitable,  or  a  more  efficient  assignment 
of  television  facilities  throughout  the 
country.  Indeed,  it  is  almost  self  evi¬ 
dent  that  assignments  made  upon  the 
“application"  or  “demand”  method  nec¬ 
essarily  leads  to  results  which  do  n()t 
adequately  reflect  on  a  nation-wide  basis 
significant  comparative  needs  as  well  as 
differences  among  communities  through¬ 
out  the  country.  We  find  no  merit  in 
the  contention  that  by  the  adoption  of  a 
table  we  have  generally  or  specifically 
disregarded  any  pertinent  public  interest 
factors.  We  have  given  parties  a  full 
opportunity  to  pre.sent  comments  and 
evidence  with  respect  both  to  the  basic 
principles  and  standards  underlying  the 
table  and  with  respect  to  proposed  as¬ 
signments  for  specific  communities. 
Particularly,  where  parties  did  not  thinlc 
our  proposed  assignments  were  fair  or 
equitable,  or  where  they  felt  that  we 
have  improperly  assigned  channels  to 
individual  communities,  they  have  been 
afforded  an  opportunity  to  establish  their 
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contentions  in  this  hearing.  All  these 
objections  and  the  revelant  comments 
and  evidence  have  been  most  carefully 
considered  in  connection  with  our  deci¬ 
sion  herein. 

18.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  we  find 
that  the  public  interest  reauires  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  Table  of  Assignments 
such  as  we  have  adopted  herein. 

THE  CHANNELS 

Use  of  the  VIIF 

19.  Since  the  deletion  of  Channel  1  in 
1948  the  Commiscion  has  allocated  12 
channels.  Channels  2-13  in  the  54-216 
me  band,  for  use  by  the  television  broad¬ 
cast  service.  The  Commission’s  Third 
Nouce  proposed  to  continue  this  alloca¬ 
tion. 

20.  Two  parties  filed  comments  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  11  of  the  Third 
Notice  objecting  to  the  fact  that  the 
Commission  has  not  provided  additional 
VHP  channels.  Allen  B.  DuNIont  Lab¬ 
oratories,  Inc.,*  objects  that  no  finding 
was  made  on  the  feasibility  of  allocating 
1  or  more  additional  VHP  channels.  A. 
Earl  Cullum.  Jr.,  objects  that  an  addi¬ 
tional  television  channel  was  not  allo¬ 
cated  in  the  frequency  range  from  72  to 
78  mcs. 

21.  In  order  to  allocate  additional  VHP 
channels  to  the  television  service,  it 
would  be  neccssaiv  to  delete  frequencies 
from  one  or  more  of  the  other  radio 
services  which  have  been  allocated  fre¬ 
quencies  in  this  portion  of  the  radio 
spectrum.  While  there  is  testimony  in 
the  record  as  to  the  possibility  and 
alleged  desirability  of  such  a  reallocation 
of  frequencies,  this  proceeding  has  in¬ 
cluded  no  issue  or  proposal  by  the  Com- 
mioSiOU  or  the  parties  for  the  realloca¬ 
tion  of  specific  frequencies  nor  any 
evidence  evaluating  the  comparative 
needs  of  the  various  radio  services  for 
the  pertinent  VHP  frequencies.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  this  proceeding  affords  no  basis  for 
a  decision  withdrawing  frequencies  from 
other  services  (both  government  and 
nongovernment)  for  the  purpose  of 
creating  additional  VHP  television 
channels. 

Utilization  of  the  Entire  UHF  Television 
Allocation 

22.  In  the  Third  Notice,  the  Cemmis- 
sicn  stated  wjith  respect  to  the  utilization 
of  the  UHF  bands:  * 

B.  utilization  of  entire  UHF  band.  In  Its 
Notice  of  Further  Proposed  Rule  Making 
Issued  on  July  11.  1949,  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  to  assign  forty-two  6-megacycle 
channels  (14  through  55)  in  the  lower  por¬ 
tion  of  the  UHF  baud  for  commercial  tele¬ 
vision  broadcasting.  The  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  to  assign  32  of  the  above  UHF  chan¬ 
nels  for  vise  by  metropolitan  stations  and 


‘In  ID'IB  during  the  first  part  of  these 
proceedings  DuMont  suggested  a  means  of 
obtaining  additional  VHP  channels  by  the 
Use  of  government  frequencies.  Since  Du¬ 
Mont  did  not  refer  to  this  proposal  In  the 
comment  filed  pursuant  to  the  Tliird  Notice, 
no  further  consideration  Is  being  given  to 
that  proposal.  See  also  paragraph  4  of  the 
Notice  of  Further  Proposed  Rule  Making 
Issued  July  11,  1949,  In  this  proceeding  (FCO 
49-948). 

‘The  UIIF  band  Is  defined  to  Include  the 
frequency  range  300  mc.-3000  me.  Televi¬ 
sion  is  allocated  that  portion  of  the  UHF 
band  between  470  and  890  mcs. 


the  remaining  10  channels  for  use  by  com¬ 
munity  stations.  During  the  hearings  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  Commission  with  respect  to 
the  general  issues  in  the  pending  television 
proceedings,  testimony  was  presented  which 
favored  the  allocation  of  the  entire  UHP 
band  for  commercial  television  broadcasting. 

Although  some  testimony  was  presented 
which  favored  the  allocation  of  a  portion  of 
the  UHF  band  at  this  time  pending  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  additional  data,  greater  support 
w’as  given  to  the  proposal  to  assign  television 
channels  in  the  entire  UHF  band  for  imme¬ 
diate  u.se.  It  was  urged  that  a  need  existed 
for  additional  ccmmeiclal  television  chan¬ 
nels:  that  such  an  allocation  would  encour¬ 
age  developments  in  UHF  equipment;  end 
that  due  to  problems  not  previously  con¬ 
sidered,  1.  e.,  oscillator  radiation,  Intermodu- 
latlon,  image  interference,  etc.,  more  chan¬ 
nels  were  necessary  to  provide  an  adequ.ate 
num’oer  of  usable  channels.  Some  IcslI- 
mony  was  presented  to  the  effect  that  the 
allocation  of  the  lower  portion  of  the  UHP 
band  w.^s  preferable  because  better  coverage 
f4nd  equipment  performance  could  be  ex¬ 
pected  there.  On  the  other  hand,  there  was 
testimony  to  the  eiiect  that  difiercncea  would 
not  be  appreciable  throui’hout  the  entire 
UHP  band.  In  any  event,  the  effect  of  such 
differences  oa  the  optimum  utilization  of 
the  band  arc  likely  to  be  small.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  Commlrslon  has  concluded  that 
allocation  of  the  entire  UHP  band  for  tele¬ 
vision  broadcasting  on  a  regular  basis  would 
result  in  the  maximum  utilization  of  tele¬ 
vision  channels  in  the  United  States  and 
would  be  In  the  public  interest. 

23.  Comments  in  support  of  the  above 
proposal  have  been  filed  by  the  American 
Broadcasting  Company  and  RCA-NBC. 
The  great  demand  for  television  service 
both  by  commercial  and  non-commercial 
educational  interests  evidenced  in  the 
portion  of  the  proceeding  dealing  with 
Appendices  C  and  D  of  the  Third  Notice 
clearly  supports  the  u.'^e  at  this  time  of 
the  entire  UHF  television  allocation  for 
regular  television  operations.  No  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  proposal  was  filed.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  Commission  is  herewith  final¬ 
izing  the  allocation  of  the  entire  UHP 
television  band  for  use  at  this  time  by 
television  on  a  regular  basis. 

24.  The  Commission’s  'Tnird  Notice 
left  undecided  the  manner  in  which  the 
band  470  to  500  mcs  w'ould  be  allocated. 
At  that  time  the  Commi''*:ion  had  not 
yet  determined  whether  that  band 
should  be  allocated  to  multi-channel, 
broadband  cemmon  carrier  mobile  radio 
service  or  to  television  broadcasting.  In 
the  fourth  report  and  order  in  these  pro¬ 
ceedings  (PCC  51-693)  the  Commis.sion 
allocated  the  470-500  me  band  for  tele¬ 
vision  broadcasting.  The  grounds  for 
its  decision  are  set  forth  fully  in  the 
fourth  report  and  order.  Accordingly, 
the  Commis.sion  is  now  in  a  position  to 
make  available  for  the  television  broad¬ 
cast  service  70  UHP  channels  (Channels 
14  through  83),  located  between  47(1-890 
me. 

25.  Statements  were  filed  by  Mercer 
Broadcasting  Company,  Trenton,  New 
Jersey;  Lehigh  Valley  Television,  Inc., 
Allentown,  Pennsylvania;  Radio  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  Inc.,  Madison,  Wisconsin;  and 
Presque  Isle  Broadcasting  Co.,  Erie, 
Pennsylvania,  contending,  among  other 
things,  that  all  commercial  television 
stations  should  be  assigned  to  the  UHP 
band.  The  statements  allege  that  many 
of  the  economic  and  competitive  prob¬ 
lems  which  would  arise  because  televi¬ 


sion  broadcasting  will  be  expanded  Into 
the  UHP  portion  of  the  spectrum  would 
be  obviated  if  no  commercial  television 
broadcasting  w'ere  permitted  in  the  VHP. 
These  objections,  however,  do  not  point 
out  any  specific  testimony  or  evidence 
to  support  the  large  scale  reallocations 
and  reassignments  which  would  thereby 
be  required  nor  do  they  make  any  con¬ 
crete  proposal.  We  are  not,  moreover, 
convinced  that  an  adequate  showing  has 
been  made  that  suiTicient  spectrum  space 
w'ould  be  provided  for  an  adequate  na¬ 
tion-wide  television  service  if  only  the 
UHF  portion  of  the  spectrum  is  allocated 
for  commercial  television  broadcasting. 
Accordingly,  we  have  decided  that  cem- 
mcrc’''l  television  operations  should  be 
provided  for  in  both  bands  of  the  spec¬ 
trum  allocated  for  television  bread¬ 
casting. 

The  Use  of  Channels  66-83  >782-890  Me.) 

26.  In  making  up  the  Table  of  Assi-  n- 
ments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  made  specific  assignments 
to  particular  cities  and  communities 
cnly  on  Channels  2  through  65.  Chan¬ 
nels  66  to  78  or  "3  ’  were  designated  as 
fl'-xibiiity  channels  and  no  specific  as¬ 
signments  to  individual  cities  or  com¬ 
munities  were  made  on  these  channels. 
It  was  provided  in  the  Third  Notice  that 
persons  desiring  to  file  an  application  for 
a  station  in  a  community  which  d)  is 
not  listed  in  the  Table  of  As'-ignments 
and  <2>  is  not  eligible  for  an  a'-si'^nmont, 
without  the  necessity  of  rule  making 
proceedings,  m’ght  file  an  application 
for  a  station  on  one  of  the  flexibility 
channels  without  further  rule  making. 
It  was  provided,  however,  that  stations 
cn  flexibility  channels  could  not  be  ap¬ 
plied  for,  in  this  manner,  in  any  com¬ 
munity  assigned  a  channel  in  the  table 
or  which  was  otherwise  eligible  for  such 
an  assignment  without  further  rule 
making  under  the  15-mile  rule." 

27.  In  addition  to  the  use  of  flexibility 
channels  as  set  forth  above,  the  Third 
Notice  provided  for  the  use  of  flexibility 
channels  for  experimentatien  in  strato- 
vision  and  polycasting.  As  has  been 
pointed  out  in  another  portion  cf  this 
Report  no  comments  have  been  filed  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  11  of  the  Third  No¬ 
tice  with  further  reference  tc  stratovisicn 
or  polycasting.  Several  of  the  parties,* 


*  The  use  of  the  470-500  me  bond  was  still 
under  consideration  at  the  time  of  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  tne  Third  Notice. 

*•  The  Third  Notice,  as  amended  by  PCC 
51-410,  provided: 

"A  channel  assigned  to  a  community  In 
the  Commi.sslon’S  Table  of  Television  Assign¬ 
ments  shall  be  available,  without  the  neces¬ 
sity  cf  rule  making  prccecclincs.  to  any  other 
community  which  Is  located  within  15  mill's 
of  the  as-^lgnod  community  and  which  has 
no  a.sslgnment  of  its  own  provided  the  mini¬ 
mum  separations  set  forth  in  paragraphs 
‘E’  and  ‘G’  herein  aie  maintained.” 

*  Communications  Meacmements  Labora¬ 
tories.  Inc.,  New  Ycrk;  Radio  Kentucky,  Inc., 
Louisville,  Kentucky:  Radio  Virginia,  Inc., 
Richmond,  Virginia,  and  Kingston  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Corporation,  Kingston,  New  York,  all 
have  filed  objections  which  request  that  the 
Commission  assign  all  of  the  UHP  band  al¬ 
located  to  television  and  leave  no  channels 
for  use  as  flexibility  channels.  DuMont  pro¬ 
posed  that  channels  In  the  782-890  me  band 
be  made  available  for  use  by  any  applicant. 
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however,  have  made  proposals  for  the 
use  of  Channels  66-83  in  a  manner  other 
than  that  provided  for  in  the  Third 
Notice.  Objection  has  been  made  to  the 
proposal  of  the  Commission  to  set  aside 
some  of  the  UHF  for  use  as  flexibility 
channels  and  parties  have  requested  that 
the  Commission  at  this  time  assign  all 
of  the  channels  in  the  UHF  to  specific 
communities.  Two  arguments  are  made. 
First,  that  certain  specific  communities 
have  present  need  of  an  assignment  that 
only  can  be  established  if  use  is  made  of 
Channels  66-83  for  specific  assignments. 
The  other  contention  is  that  if  all  of  the 
782-890  me  band  is  not  fully  assigned  at 
this  time  an  inefficient  use  will  be  made 
of  the  channels  available  in  this  band. 

28.  At  the  cutset  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  the  provision  for  flexibility 
channels  (Channels  66-83)  in  the  Third 
Notice  was  itself  a  reservation,  although 
not  a  specific  reservation  for  particular 
cities  or  communities,  made  to  assure 
that  channels  will  be  available  for  cities 
and  communities  not  otherwise  provided 
for  on  Channels  2-65  of  the  Table  of 
Assignments,  particularly  the  smaller 
cities  and  communities  of  the  country. 
Clearly,  the  Commission  should  leave 
some  of  the  spectrum  allocated  to  tele¬ 
vision  unassigned.  For  while  the  Com¬ 
mission  may,  upon  the  basis  of  the  evi¬ 
dence,  viewed  in  the  light  of  its 
experience  with  broadcasting,  make 
reasonable  provision  for  television  facili¬ 
ties  in  the  various  communities  of  the 
country,  it  cannot  predict  with  complete 
accuracy  every  community  in  which 
there  may  eventually  develop  demand  for 
television.  Accordingly,  it  is  desirable  to 
leave  a  portion  of  the  spectrum  allocated 
to  television  unassigned. 

29.  We  therefore  adhere  to  our  pro¬ 
posal  in  the  Third  Notice  that  the  whole 
of  the  spectrum  allocated  to  television 
should  not  be  assigned  at  this  time  to 
specific  cities  or  communities.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  is  clear  from  inspec¬ 
tion  of  the  table  adopted  herein  that 
possible  assignments  have  not  been 
made  on  Channels  2-65  as  well  as  on 
Channels  66-83.  We  recognize,  however, 
that  need  may  exist  at  this  time  for 
the  assignment  of  additional  channels 
to  individual  cities  and  communities 
even  though  they  have  already  been 
assigned  channels  in  the  table.  There¬ 
fore.  where  a  request  has  been  made 
for  the  assignment  of  a  channel  to  an 
individual  community,  we  have  on  a 
case-to-case  basis  considered  whether 
such  an  assignment  should  be  made  in 
the  Table  of  Assignments.  We  wish  to 
point  out,  however,  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  must  act  carefully  in  considering 
assignments  to  communities  that  al¬ 
ready  have  assignments,  particularly  on 
Channels  66-83.  The  number  of  assign¬ 
ments  that  can  physically  be  made  on 
Channels  66-83,  particularly  in  areas 
v.'here  cities  are  located  close  together, 
is  indeed  limited.  Accordingly,  it  must 
be  clearly  and  affirmatively  demon¬ 
strated  that  a  channel  from  the  group 
66-83  should  be  assigned  at  this  time 
to  a  community  which  has  assignments 
in  the  table  before  we  will  make  an 


additional  assignment  to  the  community. 
The  portion  of  this  spectrum  left  unas¬ 
signed  is  intended  to  be  used  primarily 
In  cities  and  communities  without  any 
assignments  in  the  table  and  in  situa¬ 
tions  W'here  either  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  or  commercial  assignments  are 
not  included  in  communities  listed  in 
the  table. 

30.  In  view  of  the  comments  that  have 
been  filed  and  upon  consideration  of  the 
w’hole  record,  we  believe,  however,  we 
should  not  permit  Channels  66-83  to  be 
used  solely  on  the  basis  of  the  filing  of  an 
application  but  should  rather  require  ap¬ 
plicants  to  secure  an  assignment  in  the 
table  by  rule  making  before  the  applica¬ 
tion  for  a  station  will  be  considered.  By 
doing  so  we  are  in  a  position  to  minimize 
any  inefficiency  involved  in  the  proposal 
made  in  the  Third  Notice.'*  Accord¬ 
ingly,  in  the  rules  we  have  adopted  here¬ 
in,  no  application  for  a  television  station 
will  be  considered  by  the  Commission  if 
the  channel  requested  is  not  listed  as  an 
assignment  to  the  community  involved 
in  the  Table  of  Assignments. 

3 1 .  The  Joint  Committee  on  Educational 
Television  suggested  in  a  comment  that 
the  proposal  with  respect  to  flexibility 
channels  be  modified  so  as  to  permit  an 
educational  institution  to  make  applica¬ 
tion  for  a  noncommercial  educational 
television  station  on  Channels  66-83  in 
any  community  in  which  no  channel  has 
been  reserved  for  such  a  station.  The 
same  proposal  has  been  made  for  similar 
reasons  by  the  Board  of  Regents  of  the 
University  of  the  State  of  New  York;  the 
Public  Schools,  Springfield,  Massachu¬ 
setts;  Gary  Public  Schools,  Gary,  Indi¬ 
ana;  Utah  State  Agricultural  College, 
Logan,  Utah;  the  State  of  New  Jersey; 
and  the  Connecticut  State  Board  of  Edu¬ 
cation.  The  effect  of  this  proposal  would 
be  to  permit  Channels  66-83  to  be  used 
on  an  application  basis  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  purposes  not  only  in 
cities  which  are  not  assigned  a  television 
channel  under  the  table,  but  also  in  cities 
with  commercial  assignments  but  which 
do  not  have  an  educational  reservation. 
No  one  has  objected  to  these  proposals. 

32.  We  recognize  that  cities  w’hich  do 
not  have  educational  reservations  or  a 
noncommercial  educational  station  in 
operation  should  have  an  opportunity  to 
use  any  portion  of  the  spectrum  un¬ 
assigned  for  such  purpose.  Accordingly, 
where  an  appropriate  showing  is  made  in 
a  rule  making  proceeding,  as  indicated 
above,  assignments  in  the  table  will  be 
made  for  noncommercial  educational 
stations  w-here  the  community  involved 
does  not  have  an  educational  reservation 


The  manner  In  which  Channels  66-83 
may  be  assigned  is  already  determined  and 
limited  to  a  substantial  degree  by  the  assign¬ 
ments  in  the  table  together  with  the  mini¬ 
mum  assignment  spacing  requirements 
adopted  herein.  Whatever  the  ineflaclency 
that  may  remain,  we  believe  that  the  flexi¬ 
bility  retained  by  leaving  some  of  the  tele¬ 
vision  spectrum  unasslgned  is  necessary  and 
desirable  in  order  that  adequate  provision 
can  be  made  for  smaller  cities  without  as¬ 
signments  in  the  table  and  to  provide  for 
some  future  adjustment  of  the  table. 


and  no  noncommercial  educational  sta¬ 
tion  is  in  operation." 

THE  EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATION 

33.  Section  VI  of  Appendix  A  of  the 
Third  Notice  contained  a  statement  that 
as  a  matter  of  policy  certain  assign¬ 
ments  in  the  VHF  and  UHF  would  be 
reserved  for  the  exclusive  use  of  non¬ 
commercial  television  stations.  Careful 
consideration  has  been  given  to  the  ex¬ 
ceptions  taken  to  this  policy  proposal  in 
comments  filed  by  several  parties  "  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  11  of  the  Third  No¬ 
tice.  For  the  reasons  set  forth  below, 
the  Commission  has  concluded  that  the 
record  does  support  its  proposal "  and  it 
is  hereby  adopted  in  the  public  interest 
as  the  decision  of  the  Commission. 

34.  The  only  comments  directed 
against  the  proposal  which  fulfill  the 
requirements  of  paragraph  11  of  the 
Third  Notice  are  those  filed  by  NARTB- 
TV  and  Allen  B.  DuMont  Laboratories, 
Inc.  The  others  do  not  specify  their  ob¬ 
jections  nor  do  they  cite  the  evidence  on 
which  their  objections  are  based.  It  is 
difficult  to  ascertain  in  some  cases 
whether  the  objection  is  in  fact  based 
upon  the  view  that  there  is  a  failure  of 
the  record  to  support  the  proposal  or 
upon  some  other  general  disagreement 
with  the  proposal.  Since,  however,  the 
comments  filed  by  NARTB-TV  and  Du- 


”  In  recognition  of  the  fact  that  the  un- 
assigned  portions  of  the  spectrum  are  being 
reserved  primarily  for  cities  and  communi¬ 
ties  without  assignments  or  without  any 
non-commercial  educational  or  commercial 
assignments,  we  have  below  provided  an 
exception  to  the  general  one  year  ban  on 
amendment  of  the  Table  of  Assignments,  so 
that  petitions  to  amend  the  table  will  be 
considered  and  acted  on  in  this  one  year 
period  upon  petition  (1)  for  assignment  of 
a  channel  where  no  assignment  has  been 
made  in  the  table  to  a  community,  and  the 
community  is  not  eligible  for  an  assignment 
under  the  15  mile  rule,  (2)  for  assignment 
of  a  noncommercial  educational  channel 
where  no  such  assignment  under  the  Table 
of  Assignments  is  available  in  the  commu¬ 
nity  Involved,  or  (3)  for  assignment  of  a 
commercial  channel  to  any  community 
listed  in  the  table  to  which  no  commercial 
assignment  has  been  made. 

>’ These  parties  are;  NARTB-TV,  Allen  B. 
DuMont  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Radio  Kentucky, 
Inc.,  Capitol  Broadcasting  Co.,  and  The 
Tribune  Co.  Some  comments  were  filed 
which  challenged  the  power  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  under  the  Communications  Act  to  re¬ 
serve  channels  for  this  purpose.  Such  con¬ 
tentions  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  Memorandum  Opinion  of  July  13, 
1951  (FCC  51-709).  Other  comments  ob¬ 
jected  to  the  reservation  of  a  channel  in  a 
given  community.  Tliese  objections  have 
been  considered  in  another  portion  of  this 
report.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tional  Television  filed  comments  in  support 
of  the  educational  reservation,  as  did  many 
individual  educational  institutions,  and 
other  civic  nonprofit  organizations. 

“  CHommunlcatlons  Measurements  Labora¬ 
tories.  Inc.,  has  taken  issue  with  the  use  of 
the  words  "nation  wide"  in  describing  the 
reservation  of  channels  for  this  purpose. 
The  proposal  is  self-explanatory  in  this  re¬ 
spect.  Although  channels  have  been  re¬ 
served  throughout  the  nation,  the  reserva¬ 
tion  does  not  set  apart  any  single  channel 
or  group  of  channels  on  a  nation-wide  basis. 
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r.Tont  clearly  cover  all  the  objections  to 
the  proposal  made  by  any  of  the  other 
parties,  a  discussion  of  thefr  exceptions 
will  cover  those  of  ^he  other  parties,  and 
it  will  not  be  necessary  to  determine 
whether  the  latter  comments  must  be 
rejected  for  failure  to  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  11  of  the  Third 
Notice. 

25,  In  view  of  the  rather  compre¬ 
hensive  and  detailed  exceptions  taken  to 
section  VI  of  Appendix  A  it  is  necessary 
to  review  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
Commission's  proposal  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice.  An  extensive  hearing  was  held  by 
the  Commission  on  the  issue:  w’hether 
television  channels  should  be  reserved 
for  the  exclusive  use  of  noncommercial 
educational  stations.  A  total  of  76  wit¬ 
nesses  testified  on  this  Issue.’*  Among 
the  subjects  upon  which  the  proponents 
of  reservation  presented  evidence  were: 
the  potential  of  educational  television 
both  for  in-school  and  adult  education, 
and  as  an  alternative  to  commercial  pro¬ 
gramming;  the  history  of  education’s 
use  of  other  broadcast  media  and  of 
visual  aids  to  education;  the  possibility 
of  immediate  or  future  utilization  of 
television  channels  by  public  and  private 
educational  organizations  and  the  meth¬ 
ods  whereby  such  utilization  could  be 
effectuated;  the  type  of  program  mate¬ 
rial  which  could  be  presented  over  non¬ 
commercial  television  stations;  the 
history  of  and  prospects  for  educational 
organizations’  securing  broadcast  oppor¬ 
tunities  from  commercial  broadcasters; 
and  the  number  of  channels,  both  UHP 
and  VHP,  which  would  be  required  to 
satisfy  the  needs  of  education  through¬ 
out  the  country.  'The  witnesses  who  op¬ 
posed  the  principle  of  reservation, 
contending  that  it  was  unlikely  that  edu¬ 
cators  would  make  sufficient  use  of  the 
reserved  chaimels  to  warrant  withhold¬ 
ing  them  from  commercial  applicants, 
and  that  the  best  results  could  be 
achieved  by  cooperation  between  edu¬ 
cational  groups  and  commercial  broad¬ 
casters,  testified  principally  about  the 
past  record  of  educators  in  broadcasting, 
the  cost  of  a  television  station,  and  co¬ 
operation  between  commercial  broad¬ 
casters  and  educational  institutions. 

36.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  thus 
compiled,  the  Commission  concluded,  as 
set  forth  in  the  Third  Notice,  that  there 
is  a  need  for  noncommercial  educational 
television  stations;  that  because  edu¬ 
cational  institutions  require  more  time 
to  prepare  for  television  than  commer¬ 
cial  interests,  a  reservation  of  channels 
is  necessary  to  insure  that  such  stations 
come  into  existence;  that  such  reserva¬ 
tions  should  not  be  for  an  excessively 
long  period  and  should  be  surveyed  from 
time  to  time ;  and  that  channels  in  both 
the  VHP  and  UHP  bands  should  be  re¬ 
served  in  accordance  with  the  metliod 
there  set  forth. 


**  Of  this  number,  all  but  five  were  called 
by  educational  organizations  or  testified  In 
their  own  behalf  in  support  of  the  position 
taken  by  such  organizations  in  favor  of  an 
affirmative  resolution  of  the  question.  Two 
other  witnesses  were  in  favor  of  the  principle 
of  reservations  but  differed  with  witnesses 
presented  on  behalf  of  educational  groups 
with  respect  to  the  manner  and  extent  of 
reservation. 
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37.  It  has  been  contended  that  the 
record  in  this  proceeding  fails  to  support 
the  Commission’s  proposal  in  three  basic 
respects ;  that  it  has  not  been  shown  that 
educational  organizations  will,  in  fact, 
require  a  longer  period  of  time  to  pre¬ 
pare  to  apply  for  television  stations  than 
commercial  broadcasters;  that  it  should 
have  been  found  that  the  reservation  of 
channels  for  this  purpose  will  result  in  a 
waste  of  valuable  frequency  space  be¬ 
cause  of  nonusage  and  because  of  the 
limited  audience  appeal  that  educational 
stations  will  have;  and  that  no  feasible 
plan  for  stable  utilization  of  channels  by 
educational  institutions  has  been  ad¬ 
vanced,  particularly  with  respect  to  the 
problem  of  licensee  responsibility. 

38,  None  of  the  commenting  parties 
have  contended  that  the  record  has 
failed  to  support  the  findings  of  the 
Commission  in  the  'Third  Notice  that, 
based  on  the  important  contributions 
such  stations  can  make  in  the  education 
of  the  in-school  and  adult  public,  there 
is  a  need  for  noncommercial  educational 
stations.  The  objections  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  proposal  must,  therefore,  refer  to 
the  desire  and  the  ability,  as  evidenced 
in  the  record,  of  the  educational  com¬ 
munity  to  construct  and  operate  such 
stations.**  We  conclude  that  the  record 
shows  the  desire  and  ability  of  education 
to  make  a  substantial  contribution  to 
the  use  of  television.  There  is  much 
evidence  In  the  record  concerning  the 
activities  of  educational  organizations  in 
AM  and  FM  broadcasting.  It  is  true 
and  was  to  be  expected  that  education 
has  not  utilized  these  media  to  the  full 
extent  that  commercial  broadcasters 
have,  in  terms  of  number  of  stations  and 
number  of  hours  of  operation.  However, 
It  has  also  been  shown  that  many  of 
the  educational  institutions  which  are 
engaged  in  aural  broadcasting  are  doing 
an  outstanding  job  in  the  presentation 
of  high  quality  programming,  and  have 
been  getting  excellent  public  response. 
And  most  important  in  this  connection, 
it  is  agreed  that  the  potential  of  tele¬ 
vision  for  education  is  much  greater  and 
more  readily  apparent  than  that  of  aural 
broadcasting,  and  that  the  interest  of 
the  educational  community  In  the  field 
is  much  greater  than  it  was  in  aural 
broadcasting.  Further,  the  justification 
for  an  educational  station  should  not. 
In  our  view,  turn  simply  on  account  of 
audience  size.  The  public  interest  will 
clearly  be  served  If  these  stations  are 
used  to  contribute  significantly  to  the 
educational  process  of  the  nation.  'The 
type  of  programs  which  have  been 
broadcast  by  educational  organizations, 
and  those  which  the  record  indicates  can 
and  would  be  televised  by  educators,  will 
provide  a  valuable  complement  to  com¬ 
mercial  programming. 


u  DuMont,  In  Its  Comments  In  Opposition 
to  Comments  and  Proposals  of  Other  Parties, 
has  submitted  the  results  of  a  survey  which 
bear  upon  this  question.  Insofar  as  the  sur¬ 
vey  bears  upon  any  specific  reservation,  Du¬ 
Mont  had  the  opportunity  to  present  It  In 
the  portion  of  the  hearing  dealing  with  Ap¬ 
pendix  C.  The  Third  Notice  was  not  In¬ 
tended  to  permit  the  filing  of  new  material 
on  the  matters  which  were  already  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  hearing.  DuMont  had  an  opportunity 
to  present  this  type  of  evidence  In  the  gen¬ 
eral  phase  of  the  proceeding. 
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39.  We  do  not  think  there  Is  merit  in 
the  contention  that  the  record,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  general  phase  of  the  hear¬ 
ing,  does  not  support  the  general  prin¬ 
ciple  of  a  reservation  of  channels  for 
educational  purposes  as  set  out  in  the 
'Third  Notice  because  it  does  not  contain 
detailed  information  with  regard  to  the 
desire,  ability  and  qualifications  of  the 
educational  organizations  to  construct 
a  noncommercial  educational  station,  or 
the  competing  commercial  interests 
which  desire  to  bring  television  service 
to  the  public.  In  preparing  a  proposed 
Assignment  Table  for  the  entire  nation 
which  would  provide  the  framew’ork  for 
the  growth  of  television  for  many  years 
to  come,  w’e  could  not  limit  our  perspec¬ 
tive  to  immediate  demand  for  educa¬ 
tional  stations  under  circumstances 
where  all  communities  did  not  have  an 
opportunity  to  give  full  consideration  to 
the  possibilities  of  television  for  educa¬ 
tional  purposes  and  to  mobilize  their  re¬ 
sources.  Moreover,  evidence  of  specific 
demand  for  educational  television  was 
submitted  for  several  communities  in  the 
general  phase  of  the  hearing,  and  in  ad¬ 
dition  there  was  presented  an  estimate 
of  the  number  of  channels  required  for 
this  purpose  for  one  section  of  the  coun¬ 
try  based  upon  the  size  of  the  various 
communities  and  their  general  educa¬ 
tional  requirements.  We  do  not  think  it 
unreasonable  to  believe  that  general 
principles  of  assignment  may  be  derived 
from  such  evidence,  and  that  such  prin¬ 
ciples  may  validly  be  applied  to  compa¬ 
rable  communities,  for  the  purposes  of 
drawing  up  a  nationwide  assignment 
plan.  See,  e.  g..  The  New  England  Divi¬ 
sions  Case,  261  U.  S.  184,  197-199  (1923). 

40.  Moreover,  the  Third  Notice  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  contesting  of  specific  res¬ 
ervations  in  any  community.  'The  As¬ 
signment  Table  adopted  below  has  been 
prepared  after  consideration  of  the  spe¬ 
cific  evidence  in  support  of,  as  well  as  in 
objection  to,  specific  proposed  reserva¬ 
tions  and  after  consideration  of  the  over¬ 
all  needs  of  all  communities  for  televi¬ 
sion  service. 

41.  The  great  preponderance  of  evi¬ 
dence  presented  to  the  Commission  has 
been  to  the  effect  that  the  actual  process 
of  formulating  plans  and  of  enacting 
necessary  legislation  or  of  making  ade¬ 
quate  financing  available  is  one  which 
will  generally  require  more  time  for  ed¬ 
ucational  organizations  than  for  com¬ 
mercial  interests.  The  record  does,  of 
course,  show  that  there  are  some  edu¬ 
cational  Institutions  which  are  now 
ready  to  apply  for  television  broadcast¬ 
ing  licenses,  but  this  in  no  wise  detracts 
from  the  unavoidable  conclusion  that 
the  great  mass  of  educational  institu¬ 
tions  must  move  more  slowly  and  over¬ 
come  hurdles  not  present  for  commer¬ 
cial  broadcasters,  and  that  to  Insure  an 
extensive,  rather  than  a  sparse  and  hap¬ 
hazard  development  of  educational  tele¬ 
vision,  channels  must  be  reserved  by  the 
Commission  at  this  time.  There  is 
moreover,  abundant  testimony  In’  the 
record  that  the  very  fact  of  reserving 
channels  w’ould  speed  the  development  of 
educational  television.  It  W’as  pointed 
out  that  it  is  much  easier  for  those  seek¬ 
ing  to  construct  edbcatlonal  television 
stations  to  raise  funds  and  get  other  nec- 
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essary  support  if  the  channels  are  defi¬ 
nitely  available,  than  if  it  is  problemati¬ 
cal  whether  a  channel  may  be  procured 
at  all. 

42.  With  regard  to  possible  waste  of 
the  reserved  channels  by  nonuse,  it  is 
contended  that  evidence  offered  in  the 
general  portion  of  the  hearing,  concern¬ 
ing  the  record  of  performance  of  non¬ 
commercial  educational  agencies  in  aural 
broadcasting,  and  their  plans  and  abili¬ 
ties  to  meet  the  installation  and  pro¬ 
gramming  costs  of  television,  can  lead 
only  to  the  conclusion  that  waste  of 
limited  spectrum  space  through  non¬ 
usage  will  result  from  the  reservation  of 
channels  for  noncommercial  educational 
stations.  To  whatever  extent  the  posi¬ 
tion  taken  in  these  exceptions  is  that  any 
immediate  nonuse  of  channel  space 
available  for  television  constitutes  a 
waste  of  channels,  the  Commission  can¬ 
not  agree.  The  basic  nature  of  a  reser¬ 
vation  in  itself  implies  some  nonuse;  to 
attribute  waste  of  spectrum  to  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  proposal  concerning  the  use 
of  certain  channels  by  noncommercial 
educational  stations  without  attributing 
it  to  those  assignments  in  the  table  for 
smaller  cities,  which  may  not  be  used  for 
some  time,  is  misleading.  The  very  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  Assignment  Table  is  to  re¬ 
serve  channels  for  the  communities  there 
listed  to  forestall  a  haphazard,  inefficient 
or  inequitable  distribution  of  television 
service  in  the  United  States  throughout 
the  many  years  to  come.  Moreover,  as 
pointed  out  in  another  portion  of  this 
report,  the  whole  of  the  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  including  the  reservations  of 
channels  for  use  by  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  stations  is  subject  to  alteration 
in  appropriate  rule  making  proceedings 
in  the  future,  and  any  assignment, 
whether  an  educational  reservation  or 
not,  may  be  modified  if  it  appears  in  the 
public  interest  to  do  so. 

43.  We  do  not  believe  that  in  order  to 
support  our  decision  to  reserve  channels 
for  noncommercial  educational  stations 
it  is  necessary  that  we  be  able  to  find 
on  the  basis  of  the  record  before  us,  in 
the  general  phase  of  the  hearing,  that 
the  educational  community  of  the  United 
States  has  demonstrated  either  collec¬ 
tively  or  individually  that  it  is  financially 
qualified  at  this  time  to  operate  tele¬ 
vision  stations.  One  of  the  reasons  for 
having  the  reservation  is  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  recognizes  that  it  is  of  the  ut¬ 
most  importance  to  this  nation  that  a 
reasonable  opportunity  be  afforded  edu¬ 
cational  institutions  to  use  television  as 
a  noncommercial  educational  medium, 
and  that  at  the  same  time  it  will  gen¬ 
erally  take  the  educational  community 
longer  to  prepare  for  the  operation  of  its 
own  television  stations  than  it  would  for 
some  commercial  broadcasters.  This 
approach  is  exactly  the  same  as  that 
underlying  the  Assignment  Table  as  a 
whole,  since  reservations  of  commercial 
channels  have  been  made  in  many 
smaller  communities  to  insure  that  they 
not  be  foreclosed  from  ever  having  tele¬ 
vision  stations. 

44.  Although  the  record  in  the  general 
phase  of  the  proceedings  does  not  con¬ 
tain  any  detailed  showing  on  a  commu- 
nity-by-community  basis  that  the  edu¬ 


cational  organizations  have  made  de¬ 
tailed  investigation  of  the  costs  incident 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of  tel¬ 
evision  stations  and  of  the  exact  sources 
from  which  such  funds  could  be  derived 
in  the  near  future,  nevertheless,  the  rec¬ 
ord,  as  a  whole,  does  indicate  that  educa¬ 
tional  organizations  in  most  communi¬ 
ties  where  reservation  has  finally  been 
made  will  actually  seek  the  necessary 
funds.  Furthermore,  interested  persons 
have  had  an  opportunity  to  present  evi¬ 
dence  in  the  city-by-city  portion  of  the 
hearings  as  to  whether  such  funds  will  be 
sought  or  will  become  available  in  spe¬ 
cific  communities.  It  will  admittedly  be 
a  difficult  and  time  consuming  process  in 
most  instances,  but  the  likelihood  of  ulti¬ 
mate  success,  and  the  importance  to  the 
public  of  the  objective  sought,  warrants 
the  action  taken.  Several  educational 
institutions,  it  was  indicated  on  the 
record  as  early  as  the  general  portion  of 
the  hearing,  had  applied  for  television 
stations.  The  amounts  of  money  spent 
by  other  public  and  private  educational 
groups  in  aural  broadcasting  indicates 
that  the  acquisition  of  sufficient  funds 
for  television  would  not  be  an  insur¬ 
mountable  obstacle.  It  has  been  shown, 
for  example,  that  considerable  sums  have 
already  l^n  spent  on  visual  aids  to  edu¬ 
cation.  Television  is  clearly  a  fertile 
field  for  endowment,  and  it  seems  prob¬ 
able  that  sufficient  funds  can  be  raised 
both  through  this  method  and  through 
the  usual  sources  of  funds  for  public  and 
private  education  to  enable  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  many  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  stations.  As  concerns 
the  costs  of  operation  there  is  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  cooperative  programming  and 
financing  among  several  educational  or¬ 
ganizations  in  large  communities.  The 
record  indicates  that  educational  insti¬ 
tutions  will  imite  in  the  construction  and 
operation  of  noncommercial  educational 
television  stations.  Such  cooperative  ef¬ 
fort  will,  of  course,  help  to  make  such 
stations  economically  feasible.  The  fact 
that  somewhat  novel  problems  may  arise 
with  respect  to  the  selection  and  desig¬ 
nation  of  licensees  in  this  field  does  not — 
as  some  have  contended — constitute  a 
valid  argument  against  the  concept  of 
educational  reservations. 

45.  Several  alternative  methods  for 
utilizing  television  in  education  have 
been  presented  to  the  Commission,  but 
we  do  not  think  that  any  of  them  is 
satisfactory.  One  proposal  is  to  utilize 
a  microwave  relay  or  wired  circuit  sys¬ 
tem  of  television  for  in-school  educa¬ 
tional  programs.  It  appears  that  the 
cost  of  a  wired  circuit  for  the  schools  in 
larger  cities  might  be  prohibitive;  but 
the  determinative  objection  to  such  a 
proposal  is  that  it  would  ignore  very 
significant  aspects  of  educational  tele¬ 
vision.  It  is  clear  from  the  record  that 
an  important  part  of  the  educator’s  ef¬ 
fort  in  television  will  be  in  the  field  of 
adult  education  in  the  home,  as  well  as 
the  provision  of  after  school  programs 
for  children. 

46.  The  NARTB-TV  contended  that 
the  solution  lay  in  the  voluntary  cooper¬ 
ation  of  educators  and  commercial 
broadcasters  in  the  presentation  of  edu¬ 
cational  programs  on  commercial  fa¬ 


cilities.  We  conclude,  however,  that  this 
sort  of  voluntary  cooperation  cannot  be 
expected  to  accomplish  all  the  impor¬ 
tant  objectives  of  educational  tele¬ 
vision.  In  order  for  an  educational 
program  to  achieve  its  purpose  it  is 
necessary  that  broadcast  time  be  avail¬ 
able  for  educators  on  a  regular  basis. 
An  audience  cannot  be  built  up  if 
educators  are  forced  to  shift  their  broad¬ 
cast  period  from  time  to  time. 
Moreover,  the  presentation  of  a  com¬ 
prehensive  schedule  of  programs  com¬ 
prising  a  number  of  courses 'and  sub¬ 
jects  which  are  designed  for  various  age 
and  interest  groups  may  require  large 
periods  of  the  broadcast  day  which 
would  be  difficult  if  not  impossible  to 
obtain  on  commercial  stations. 

47.  Another  alternative  was  proposed 
by  Senator  Edwin  C.  Johnson  of  Colo¬ 
rado.  This  proposal  is  elaborated  in  the 
Senator’s  statement: 

It  is  my  belief  as  I  have  rep>eatedly  said 
that  the  Commission  could  and  should  im¬ 
pose  a  condition  on  all  television  licenses 
that  a  certain  amount  of  time  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  educational  purp>oses  in  the  public 
interest  as  a  sustaining  feature.  In  this 
manner,  television  can  become  available  for 
educational  work  now  without  saddling 
schools  with  the  enormous  burden  and  ex¬ 
pense  of  constructing  and  operating  a  non¬ 
commercial  educational  station.  •  •  * 

It  is  my  considered  opinion  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  can  best  serve  the  public  interest 
and  at  the  same  time  extend  extremely 
profitable  assistance  to  the  educational  proc¬ 
esses  of  this  country  by  imposing  a  condition 
in  each  television  license  issued  which  would 
require  the  availability  of  appropriate  time 
for  educational  piuposes. 

48.  It  must  be  remembered  that  the 
provision  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  stations  does  not  relieve 
commercial  licensees  from  their  duty  to 
carry  programs  which  fulfill  the  educa¬ 
tional  needs  and  serve  the  educational 
interests  of  the  community  in  which  they 
operate.  This  obligation  applies  with 
equal  force  to  all  commercial  licensees 
whether  or  not  a  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  channel  has  been  reserved  in  their 
community,  and  similarly  will  obtain  in 
communities  where  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  stations  will  be  in  operation. 

49.  Aside  from  the  question  of  the 
legal  basis  of  a  rule  which  would  accom¬ 
plish  Senator  Johnson’s  proposal,  the 
Commission  feels  it  would  be  impracti¬ 
cable  to  promulgate  a  rule  requiring 
that  each  commercial  television  licensee 
devote  a  specified  amount  of  time  to 
educational  programs.  A  proper  deter¬ 
mination  as  to  the  appropriate  amount 
of  time  to  be  set  aside  is  subject  to  so 
many  different  and  complex  factors,  dif¬ 
ficult  to  determine  in  advance,  that  the 
possibility  of  such  a  rule  is  most  ques¬ 
tionable.  Thus,  the  number  of  stations 
in  the  community,  the  total  hours  oper¬ 
ated  by  each  station,  the  number  of  ed¬ 
ucational  institutions  in  the  community, 
the  size  of  the  community,  and  countless 
other  factors,  each  of  which  will  vary 
from  community  to  community,  would 
make  any  uniform  rule  applicable  to  all 
TV  stations  unrealistic.  All  things  con¬ 
sidered,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  channels  for  noncommercial 
educational  stations,  together  with  con- 
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tinued  adherence  by  commercial  stations 
to  the  mandate  of  sei'ving  the  educa> 
tional  needs  of  the  community,  is  the  best 
method  of  achieving  the  aims  of 
educational  television. 

Who  May  Be  Licensed  To  Operate 

Noncommercial  Educational  Stations 

50.  While  the  Third  Notice  did  not 
specify  who  would  be  eligible  to  own  and 
operate  a  noncommercial  educational 
station,  the  Commission  has  in  the  past 
restricted  the  ownership  and  operation 
of  such  stations  to  nonprofit  educational 
organizations. 

51.  The  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors  and  the  Municipal  Broadcasting 
System,  City  of  New  York,  have  in  appro¬ 
priate  comments  proposed  that  eligibility 
be  extended  to  any  municipality  operat¬ 
ing  educational  institutions.  The  Mu¬ 
nicipal  Broadcasting  System  states  that 
a  “more  expeditious  management  of  edu¬ 
cational  television  in  the  City  of  New 
York  from  an  administration  stand¬ 
point”  would  result  if  it  were  permitted 
to  operate  a  television  station.  It  fur¬ 
ther  stated  that  “if  the  Municipal  Broad¬ 
casting  System  is  eligible  to  operate  tele¬ 
vision  facilities,  the  station  can  be 
utilized  by  all  of  the  educational  institu¬ 
tions  over  which  it  has  jurisdiction, 
rather  than  having  responsibility  for  the 
operation  placed  in  a  particular  school.” 

52.  The  Commission  is  of  the  opinion 
that  in  any  community  w’here  an  inde¬ 
pendent  educational  agency  is  consti¬ 
tuted,  and  is  eligible  under  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  rules  to  apply  for  a  noncommercial 
educational  television  station,  there  are 
no  compelling  reasons  for  extending  eli¬ 
gibility  to  municipal  authorities.  Tlie 
continued  operation  by  the  Board  of 
Education  of  the  City  of  New  York  since 
1939  of  noncommercial  educational  Sta¬ 
tion  WNYE  indicates  that  no  insur¬ 
mountable  administrative  barriers  exist 
which  would  preclude  the  Board  of  Edu¬ 
cation  as  a  potential  licensee  in  the  tele¬ 
vision  field.  Similarly,  there  is  no  evi¬ 
dence  to  Indicate  that  the  Board  of 
Education  of  the  City  of  New  York,  now 
eligible  under  the  present  rules,  would 
give  less  access  to  other  educational  in¬ 
stitutions  were  it  the  licensee  of  a  tele¬ 
vision  station  than  would  the  Municipal 
Broadcasting  System  were  it  eligible  and 
granted  a  license.  It  should  be  noted 
that  in  any  community  the  municipal 
authorities,  or  any  other  group,  can  take 
the  initiative  in  constituting  a  consoli¬ 
dated  television  authority  which  would 
represent  municipal  educational  institu¬ 
tions,  private  universities  and  other  or¬ 
ganizations  concerned  with  education. 

53.  The  Commission  has,  however,  es¬ 
tablished  in  its  rules  an  exception  pro¬ 
viding  that  where  a  municipality  has  no 
Independently  constituted  educational 
entity  which  would  be  eligible  under  the 
rules,  the  municipality  in  such  case  will 
be  eligible  to  apply  for  a  noncommercial 
educational  station.  This  exception  is 
designed  solely  to  meet  those  situations 
where  the  municipal  authorities  do  not 
delegate  educational  authority  but  re¬ 
serve  to  themselves  the  management  of 
the  municipal  educational  system. 


Partial  Commercial  Operation  By 
Educational  Stations 

64.  In  its  comments  the  University  of 
Missouri  ^  requests  that  the  Commission 
authorize . commercial  opera¬ 

tion  on  the  channels  reserved  for  edu¬ 
cational  institutions  to  an  amount  equal 
to  50  percent  of  the  broadcast  day.”  It 
appears  from  the  evidence  that  funds 
in  the  amount  of  $350,000  are  presently 
available  to  the  University  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  television  station,  but  that 
no  funds  are  available  for  the  operation 
of  such  a  station.  Accordingly,  the  Uni¬ 
versity  requests  that  the  Commission 
permit  educational  institutions  to  use 
the  reserved  assignments  to  operate  sta¬ 
tions  on  a  limited  commercial  non-profit 
basis.  It  is  urged  that  if  its  request  is 
granted  the  following  objectives  will  be 
attained; 

A.  More  educational  Institutions  will  bo 
In  a  position  to  construct  and  oi>erate  tele¬ 
vision  stations  throughout  the  country  to 
the  benefit  of  the  public  at  large  without 
materially  affecting  the  strictly  commercial 
stations; 

B.  Educational  television  stations  will  be 
able,  through  income  received  from  commer¬ 
cial  programs  to  better  program  their  sta¬ 
tions;  and 

C.  That  the  commercial  programs  tele¬ 
vised  will  break  the  monotony  of  continuous 
educational  subjects  so  as  to  permit  the 
stations  to  attract  and  hold  audiences. 

55.  A  similar  proposal,  that  the  Com¬ 

mission  extend  the  reservation  to  include 
all  educational  institutions  which  arc 
operated  on  a  nonprofit  basis,  is  made 
by  the  Bob  Jones  University  (WMUU) 
Greenville,  South  Carolina,  The  Bob 
Jones  University  argues  that  “•  •  • 

the  reservation  of  the  privilege  of  a  com¬ 
mercial  income  comn>ensurate  with  the 
operating  expense  of  the  educational  sta¬ 
tion  •  •  •”  will  result  in  the  en¬ 

couragement  and  aid  to  television  bread¬ 
casting  by  educational  institutions. 

56.  KFRU,  Inc.,  Columbia.  Missouri, 
opposed  the  request  of  the  University  of 
Mis.souri.  In  its  reply  to  the  University, 
KFRU  states  that  it  has  no  objection 
to  the  proposed  reservation  of  Channel 
8  for  noncommercial  educational  pur¬ 
poses  in  Columbia,  Missouri.  However, 
It  opposes  the  request  of  the  University 
for  partial  commercial  operation  on  the 
grounds  that  such  an  operation  would 
give  the  educational  institution  unfair 
competitive  advantages  over  a  commer¬ 
cial  licensee. 

57.  It  is  our  view  that  the  request  of 
the  University  of  Missouri  and  the  Bob 
Jones  University  must  be  denied.  In  the 
Third  Notice  we  stated; 

In  general,  the  need  for  noncommercial 
educational  television  etatious  was  based 
upon  the  important  contributions  which 
noncommercial  educational  television  sta¬ 
tions  can  make  in  educating  the  people  both 
In  school — at  all  levels — and  also  the  adult 
public.  The  need  for  such  stations  was 
Justified  upon  the  high  quality  type  of  pro¬ 
gramming  which  would  be  available  on  such 
stations — programming  of  an  entirely  dlf- 


>•  See  the  discussion,  elsewhere  in  this 
report,  of  the  assignments  In  Ck)lumbia, 
Missouri. 


ferent  character  from  that  available  on  m<T6t 
commercial  stations. 

A  grant  of  the  requests  of  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Missouri  and  Bob  Jones  University 
for  partial  commercial  operation  by  edu¬ 
cational  institutions  would  tend  to  viti¬ 
ate  the  differences  between  commercial 
operation  and  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  operation.  It  is  recognized  that 
the  type  of  operation  proposed  by  the.se 
Universities  may  be  accomplished  by  tbe 
licensing  of  educational  institutions  in 
the  commercial  television  broadcast 
service.  But  in  our  view  achievement  of 
the  objective  for  which  special  educa¬ 
tional  reservations  have  been  estab¬ 
lished — i.  e.,  the  establishment  of  a 
genuinely  educational  type  of  service — 
would  not  be  furthered  by  permitting 
educational  iastitutions  to  operate  in 
substantially  the  same  manner  as  com¬ 
mercial  applicants  though  they  may 
choose  to  call  it  limited  commercial  non¬ 
profit  operation. 

58.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tional  Television  suggests  in  its  final 
brief  that,  in  communities  where  only 
one  VKF  channel  is  assigned,  and  that 
channel  is  reserved  for  use  by  a  non¬ 
commercial  educational  station,  the  non¬ 
commercial  educational  station  should 
be  allowed  to  broadcast  programs  which 
at  present  are  available  only  from  com¬ 
mercial  network  services.  This  excep¬ 
tion  w'ould  apply  until  such  time  as  a 
commercial  Grade  A  service  Is  available 
In  the  area. 

59.  On  January  10,  1952,  a  Reply  and 
Motion  to  Strike  was  filed  by  Peoria 
Broadcasting  Company,  Rock  Island 
Broadcasting  Company  and  Champaign 
News-Gazette,  Inc,,  with  respect  to  the 
above  described  proposal  of  the  Joint 
Committee.  On  January  25,  1952,  a  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  Joint  Motions  was  filed  by 
the  JCET.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
proposal  made  by  the  Joint  Committee 
was  not  previously  raised  in  any  of  its 
prior  pleadings,  the  Motion  to  Strike  is 
granted  and  the  proposal  is  being  given 
no  further  consideration. 

The  Use  of  the  VHF  for  Noncommercial 
Educational  Television 

60.  The  Commission’s  Third  Notice 
proposed  to  reserve  one  of  the  assigned 
channels  for  noncommercial  educational 
television  use  in  all  communities  having 
a  total  of  three  or  more  assignments 
(whether  VHP  or  UHF) .  Where  a  com¬ 
munity  had  fewer  than  three  assign¬ 
ments  no  reservation  was  proposed  ex¬ 
cept  in  those  communities  which  were 
designated  as  primarily  educational  cen¬ 
ters,  where  reservations  were  made  al¬ 
though  only  one  or  two  channels  were 
assigned.  Except  for  educational  cen¬ 
ters.  a  UHF  channel  was  proposed  in 
those  communities  where  there  were 
fewer  than  three  VHP  assignments.  In 
26  of  the  46  educational  centers,  the 
Commission  proposed  to  reserve  a  VHI’ 
channel  for  educational  use.  In  23  of 
these  26  centers  a  VHF  educational  res¬ 
ervation  was  proposed  where  only  one 
VHF  channel  was  assigned  to  the  com¬ 
munity.  Where  three  or  more  VHP 
channels  were  assigned  to  a  community. 
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a  VHP  channel  was  proposed  to  be  re¬ 
served  except  in  those  communities 
where  all  VHP  assignments  had  been 
previously  licensed.  In  those  cases,  the 
reservation  of  a  UHP  channel  was  pro¬ 
posed. 

61.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tional  Television  in  its  comment  has 
proposed  that  a  VHP  reservation  for 
noncommercial  educational  institutions 
in  place  of  a  UHP  reservation  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  communities  with  less  than  three 
VHP  assignments.  On  the  other  hand, 
some  parties  have  argued  that  no  as¬ 
signments  in  the  VHP  be  set  aside  as 
educational  reservations.  The  Commis¬ 
sion’s  Third  Notice  stated  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservations  were  not  final  and 
that  consideration  would  be  given  to  any 
specific  proposal  looking  toward  addi¬ 
tions  or  deletions.  After  examining  the 
comments  and  evidence  filed  pursuant 
to  the  Third  Notice,  the  Commission  re¬ 
mains  of  the  view  that  the  bases  upon 
which  it  determined  the  apportionment 
of  noncommercial  educational  assign¬ 
ments  by  communities  are  generally 
sound  and  should  be  continued.  How¬ 
ever,  in  particular  cases  the  Commission 
concludes  that  the  evidence  warrants 
deviations  from  the  proposals  in  the 
Third  Notice,  for  the  reasons  stated  in 
the  city-by-city  portion  of  this  Report. 

62.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tional  Television  also  proposes  that  the 
Commission  should  specifically  state 
that  an  educational  interest  is  not  to  be 
foreclosed  from  applying  for  a  VHP 
channel  in  the  so-called  “closed  cities” 
where  all  VHP  assignments  have  already 
been  made.  No  properly  qualified  appli¬ 
cant  is  ever  precluded  from  applying  for 
any  channel  in  the  broadcast  field  on 
the  expiration  of  the  existing  license. 
Thus,  whether  educational  interests 
seek  a  commercial  or  noncommercial 
television  operation,  they  are,  just  as 
other  applicants,  eligible  to  apply  for  li¬ 
censed  channels  upon  expiration  of  the 
license  term  of  the  stations  involved. 

ASSIGNMENT  PRINCIPLES 
The  Basis  of  the  Table  of  Assignments 

63.  In  proposing  the  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  set  out  in  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  said  that  it  had 

•  •  •  endeavored  to  meet  the  twofold 

objective  set  forth  In  sections  1  and  307  (b) 
of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934,  to  pro¬ 
vide  television  service,  as  far  as  possible 
to  all  people  of  the  United  States  and  to 
provide  a  fair,  efficient  and  equitable  dis¬ 
tribution  of  television  broadcast  stations  to 
the  several  states  and  communities. 

In  attempting  to  carry  out  these  objec¬ 
tives,  the  Commission  set  forth  certain 
principles,  in  terms  of  priorities,  under¬ 
lying  the  Table  of  Assignments.*'  These 
principles  were: 

Priority  No.  1:  To  provide  at  least  one 
television  service  to  all  parts  of  the  United 
States. 

Priority  No.  2:  To  provide  each  commu¬ 
nity  with  at  least  one  television  broadcast 
station. 


’•  For  a  discussion  of  the  legal  power  of 
the  Commission  to  establish  a  Table  of 
A  ^Ir^nments  such  as  we  are  adopting  here, 
see  the  Memorandum  Opinion  issued  in  this 
proceeding  on  July  13,  1951  (FCC  51-709). 


Priority  No.  8:  To  provide  a  choice  of  at 
least  two  television  services  to  all  parts 
of  the  United  States. 

Priority  No.  4:  To  provide  each  commu¬ 
nity  with  at  least  two  television  broadcast 
stations. 

Priority  No.  5:  Any  channels  which  re¬ 
main  unassigned  under  the  foregoing  priori¬ 
ties  will  be  assigned  to  the  various 
communities  depending  on  the  size  of  the 
population  of  each  community,  the  geo¬ 
graphical  location  of  such  community,  and 
the  number  of  television  services  avail¬ 
able  to  such  community  from  television 
stations  located  in  other  communities. 

64.  The  Commission  has  reviewed  the 
above  described  principles  in  the  light 
of  the  comments  and  evidence  received 
in  this  proceeding.  We  believe  it  desir¬ 
able  to  state  in  somewhat  comprehen¬ 
sive  form  the  various  factors  underlying 
the  establishment  of  the  television  As¬ 
signment  Table. 

65.  At  the  outset  it  should  be  clearly 
understood  that  no  single  mechanical 
formula  was  utilized  in  the  construction 
of  the  Table  of  Assignments.  With  the 
above  priorities  in  mind  it  was  necessary 
to  recognize  that  geographic,  economic, 
and  population  conditions  vary  from 
area  to  area  and  even  within  the  bound¬ 
ary  of  a  single  state;  the  possibility  of 
assigning  channels,  for  example,  may 
differ  as  between  the  northern  and 
southern  segments  or  between  the  east¬ 
ern  and  western  parts  of  the  same  state. 
It  must.be  emphasized,  therefore,  that 
in  establishing  the  Table  of  Assignments 
it  is  not  possible  to  follow  a  mechanical 
and  rigid  application  of  the  basic  prin¬ 
ciples  or  what  was  termed  the  “priorities” 
in  the  Third  Notice. 

66.  In  establishing  a  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  we  were  faced  at  the  outset  with 
the  significant  fact  that  we  could  not 
make  all  assignments  in  the  table  within 
the  VHP.  The  intermixture  problem 
resulting  from  this  situation  is  dis¬ 
cussed  below.  Secondly,  propagation 
characteristics  in  the  VHP  are  different 
in  some  respects  from  those  in  the  UHP. 
Primary  consideration  was  given  to  the 
fact  that  the  VHP  can  effectively  cover 
large  areas,  and  VHP  was  usee  wherever 
possible  in  larger  cities  since  such  cities 
have  broad  areas  of  common  interest. 
To  achieve  the  benefits  of  VHP  the  12 
VHP  channels  were  distributed  as 
broadly  as  possible.  Howe^^er,  conflict¬ 
ing  interests  had  to  be  adjusted.  Thus, 
the  Commission  concluded  that  in  order 
to  achieve  an  equitable  distribution  of 
facilities,  metropolitan. centers  with  their 
large  aggregations  of  people  should  be 
assigned  more  VHP  channels  than  com¬ 
munities  comprising  fewer  people.  At 
the  same  time — and  this  is  a  basic  ele¬ 
ment  in  the  Commission’s  assignment 
plan — the  Commis.sion  did  n?t  believe 
that  large  cities  should  receive  an  undue 
share  of  the  relatively  ccarce  VHP  chan¬ 
nels;  the  Table  we  have  adopted  herein 
reflects  a  substantial  distribution  of 
VHP  assignments  among  smaller  com¬ 
munities  and  sparsely  settled  areas. 

67.  The  Assignment  Plan  for  UHP 
channels  was  coordinated  with  and  made 
complementary  to  the  VHP  assignment 
plan.  The  Commission  has  always  rec¬ 
ognized  that  even  with  an  extensive  scat¬ 
tering  of  VHP  assignments,  the  12 
channels  available  are  not  sufiBcient  to 


meet  the  objective  of  providing  televi¬ 
sion  service  to  all  the  people.  With  the 
additional  UHP  channels,  however,  the 
Commission  was  able  to  formulate  an 
assignment  plan  that  has  the  potential¬ 
ity  of  fulfilling  the  objective  of  Section  1 
of  the  Communications  Act.  If  all  the 
VHP  and  UHP  channels  are  utilized, 
there  should  be  few,  if  afiy,  people  of 
the  United  States  residing  beyond  the 
areas  of  television  service.  (See  priori¬ 
ties  1  and  3.)  Moreover,  the  table  has 
gone  far  in  fulfilling  the  needs  of  indi¬ 
vidual  communities  to  obtain  local  tele¬ 
vision  outlets.  It  has  provided  at  least 
one  assignment  to  over  1250  communi¬ 
ties  (see  priority  2).  And  it  has  at¬ 
tempted  where  possible  to  provide  each 
community  with  at  least  two  assignments 
(see  priority  4). 

68.  Examination  of  the  Table  of  As¬ 
signments  makes  clear,  that  in  seeking 
to  arrive  at  an  equitable  distribution  of 
assignments  throughout  the  country,  the 
Commission  has  given  consideration  to 
population  as  one  of  the  important  cri¬ 
teria  for  distribution  of  assignments. 
Thus,  it  will  be  seen  that  for  the  most 
part,  the  following  table  reflects  gen¬ 
erally  the  number  of  assignments  made 
to  cities  falling  within  the  indicated  pop¬ 
ulation  groupings: 

Numher  of  channels 


1950  population  of  (total  VHP 

cities  (central  city) :  andVHF) 

1,000,000  and  above _ 6  to  10 

250,000-1,000,000  . 4  to  6 

50,000-250,000  .  2  to  4 

Under  60,000 . -  1  or  2 


There  are  of  course  variations  from  this 
pattern  because  of  the  many  factors  and 
circumstances  that  had  to  be  considered 
in  connection  with  making  a  final  judg¬ 
ment  as  to  the  exact  number  of  assign¬ 
ments  that  should  be  made  for  any  par¬ 
ticular  community.  For  example,  con¬ 
sideration  was  given  to  the  advantages 
of  VHP  channels  for  obtaining  wide  cov¬ 
erage.  Also,  it  was  considered  more  im¬ 
portant  for  each  of  the  several  cities  in 
an  area  to  have  at  least  one  channel  than 
for  the  largest  of  the  cities  to  have  the 
maximum  number  of  channels  indicated. 
And  as  a  further  example,  cutting  across 
the  criterion  of  population  size  as  a  basis 
for  the  number  of  channels  assigned  to 
a  particular  city  was  the  criterion  of  in¬ 
suring  an  equitable'  distribution  of  facil¬ 
ities  to  the  several  States.  Thus,  the 
Commission  has  attempted  to  provide  at 
least  some  VHP  channels  to  all  States 
even  though  in  some  cases  an  assignment 
might  otherwise  have  been  made  to  a 
large  metropolitan  center  in  an  adjacent 
highly  urbanized  State. 

69.  The  Commission  also  concluded 
that  as  a  further  a.ssignment  factor  it 
should  provide  channels  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  television  service  in  46 
communities  outside  of  metropolitan 
areas  designated  as  “primarily  educa¬ 
tional  centers.”  Certain  of  these  com¬ 
munities  were  assigned  one  channel  for 
noncommercial  educational  use,  whereas 
they  would  otherwise  not  have  been  as¬ 
signed  any  channel;  others  received  an 
additional  channel  over  and  above  the 
number  of  channels  they  would  have 
otherwise  received.  Moreover,  an  at¬ 
tempt  was  made  in  so  far  as  possible  to 
assign  a  VHP  channel  to  each  of  these 
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educational  centers  for  educational  use. 
In  all  cases,  however,  the  assignments 
have  been  made  on  the  basis  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  in  the  record  relating  to  the  issues 
pre'^ented. 

70.  Allen  B.  DuMont  Laboratories, 
Inc.,  was  the  only  party  in  the  proceed¬ 
ings  to  submit  a  national  television  as¬ 
signment  plan  as  an  alternative  to  that 
contained  in  the  Commission's  Third 
Notice.  In  many  respects  the  DuMont 
plan  is  similar  to  that  of  the  Commission. 
With  very  few  exceptions,  both  DuMont 
and  the  Commission  make  at  least  one 
television  assi'-’^nment  to  the  same  com¬ 
munities.  Moreover,  both  DuMont  and 
the  Commission  provide  for  intermix¬ 
ture  of  VHP  and  UHF  channels  in  nu¬ 
merous  communities.  A  detailed  com- 
pari.son  of  the  proposed  assignments 
community-by-community  reveals  the , 
important  fact  that  under  both  the  Du¬ 
Mont  and  the  Commission  plan  the  great 
majority  of  communities  would  receive 
the  identical  number  of  VHP,  UHP,  or 
VHP  and  UHP  assignments. 

71.  On  the  other  hand,  the  DuMont 
assignment  plan  differs  from  that  of  the 
Commission  in  several  important  re¬ 
spects.  The  present  section  deals  with 
these  differences  in  the  two  plans  in  so 
far  as  they  concern  the  basis  for  assign¬ 
ments.  Elsewhere  in  the  Report  are  dis¬ 
cussed  other  differences  between  the  Du¬ 
Mont  plan  and  the  Assignment  Table 
adopted  herein. 

72.  DuMont’s  major  criticism  of  the 
Commission’s  proposed  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  was  that  it  allegedly  failed  to  pro¬ 
vide  adsquately  for  the  commercial 
television  needs  of  large  cities.  In  its 
comment  of  May  7,  1951,  DuMont  stated 
Its  agreement  with  Priority  No.  1  but  ob¬ 
jected  to  Priorities  Nos.  2,  3,  and  4.  Du¬ 
Mont  alleged  that  these  priorities  were 
unrealistic  in  that  they  failed  to  take 
adequate  account  of  the  need  and  de¬ 
mand  for  services  in  large  cities:  that 
they  failed  to  recognize  present  and 
long-range  differences  as  between  VHP 
and  UHF;  and  that  they  were  harmful 
to  the  future  of  networking.  As  an  al¬ 
ternative  to  the  Commission’s  priorities, 
DuMont  recommended  the  following  two 
priorities : 

(a)  Provide  channels  which  will  per¬ 
mit  one  service  without  regard  to  popu¬ 
lation. 

<b)  Encourage  fair  economic  and  eq¬ 
uitable  operation  of  television  service 
through  assignment  to  major  metropoli¬ 
tan  service  areas  of  not  less  than  four 
VHP  channels  when  technically  feasible 
under  the  propo.scd  standards  and  with 
further  distribution  in  allocation  in  re¬ 
lationship  to  population  of  communities 
in  the  service  areas;  provision  being 
made  for  transfer  of  unused  frequen¬ 
cies  and  adju.stment  by  subsequent  as¬ 
signment  of  specific  “flexibility  chan¬ 
nels.’’ 

73.  A  basic  objective  of  the  DuMont 
assignment  plan  is  to  provide  major 
nietmpolitan  centers  with  multiple  VHP 
stations.  In  particular,  DuMont  seeks 
the  assignment  of  four  VHP  channels  to 
such  communities — an  objective  di- 
rectly  related  to  DuMont’s  contention 
that  this  is  necessary  to  promote  net¬ 
work  competition.  By  the  assignment 
of  four  VHP  ehannels  in  the  largest 
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markets,  DuMont  assumes  that  It 
would  thereby  obtain  an  outlet  for  its 
network  operations  in  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  centers.  Contrariwise,  DuMont 
fears  that  if  only  one  or  two  VHP  chan¬ 
nels  are  assigned  in  these  markets,  it 
would  be  unable  to  obtain  affiliates  In 
such  centers  and  would  be  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  dependence  on  UHF  outlets.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  time  required  to  develop 
UHP  stations,  DuMont  contends  that 
it  would  be  placed  at  a  severe  competi¬ 
tive  handicap  in  relation  to  other  net¬ 
works. 

74.  In  its  .sworn  statement  of  A.ugust 
17,  1S51,  DuMont  docs  not  specifically 
repeat  the  recommendation  in  its  origi¬ 
nal  comments  with  respect  to  a  revision 
of  the  Commission’s  priorities.  Rather, 
DuMont  attempts  to  show  that  both  its 
own  assignment  plan  and  the  FCC  plan 
seek  the  same  dual  objective.  DuMont 
describes  this  o’ojective,*  as  follows: 

(1)  To  provide  television  service,  as 
far  as  possible,  to  all  people  of  the  United 
States;  and 

(2)  To  provide  the  most  services  to 
the  most  people. 

75.  After  allegedly  showing  that  the 
two  plans  are  alike  in  objective,  DuMont 
attempts  to  prove  that  its  plan  is  su¬ 
perior  to  that  of  the  Commission  in  more 
nearly  realizing  the  common  o’ojc-ctive. 
DuMont  states  that  both  plans  meet 
DuMont  Principle  1  in  that  they  pro¬ 
vide  for  service  to  all  people  of  the 
United  States.  However,  DuMont  em¬ 
phasizes  that  its  own  plan  is  superior 
in  providing  more  VHP  service  to  the 
larger  centers,  and  that  it  is  therefore 
more  efficient  in  producing  a  highly  com¬ 
petitive  networ’x  situation  than  the  FCC 
plan. 

76.  Columbia  Broadcasting  System, 
Inc.,  in  its  comment  of  May  1951,  and 
later  in  its  evidence  presents  views  gen¬ 
erally  similar  to  those  of  DuMont  in 
respect  to  the  need  fer  providing  addi¬ 
tional  commercial  VKF  stations  in  key 
economic  areas.  It  calls  attention  to 
the  nec-d  for  an  additional  assignment 
policy  of  insuring  to  the  maximum  ex¬ 
tent  possible  a  competitive  commercial 
television  service.  However,  CBS  does 
not  suggest  any  specific  system  of  priori¬ 
ties  but  rather  recommends  that  the 
Commission’s  priorities  be  applied  in  a 
“flexible”  manner.  Specifically,  CBS 
urges  that  an  additional  commercial 
VHP  channel  should  be  assigned  to  Bos¬ 
ton,  Chicago,  and  San  Francisco. 

77.  As  set  forth  above,  the  Commission 
has  concluded  that  larger  cities  should 
be  assigned  mere  VHP  channels  than 
communities  comprising  fewer  people. 
However,  the  Commission  cannot  agree 
with  the  DuMont  principle  that  an  over¬ 
riding  and  paramount  objective  of  a  na¬ 
tional  television  assignment  plan  should 
be  the  assignment  of  four  commercial 
VHP  stations  to  as  many  of  the  major 
markets  as  possible.  The  Commission 
is  of  the  view  that  healthy  economic 
competition  in  the  television  field  will 
exist  within  the  framework  of  the  As¬ 
signment  Table  adopted  herein.  More¬ 
over,  in  the  assignment  plan  adopted, 
the  Commission  has  taken  into  account 
other  significant  factors.  For  example, 
the  Commis.sion  in  fulfilling  what  it  con¬ 
siders  the  mandate  of  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  to  provide  an  equitable  distri¬ 


bution  of  facilities  has  attempted  to  pro¬ 
vide  at  least  some  VHP  channels  to  each 
of  the  states,  although  in  some  cases  this 
W'as  done  where  an  assignment  might 
otherwise  have  been  made  to  a  large 
metropolitan  center  in  an  adjacent  state. 

78.  A  second  policy  difference  between 
the  Du?.Iont  and  Commission  assign¬ 
ment  plans  lies  in  their  contrasting 
views  with  respect  to  the  importance  of 
individual  communities  having  televi¬ 
sion  assignments.  'Tlie  DuI.Iont  view  is 
that  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  lo¬ 
cating  the  assignments,  particularly 
VHP  channels,  so  that  the  largest  num¬ 
ber  of  people  will  have  television  service 
but  not  necessarily  that  the  largest  num¬ 
ber  of  communities  should  have  cne  or 
more  televi.'-ion  statiens  of  their  own.'* 
This  view  derives  from  DuMont  s  premise 
that  the  major  cities  with  their  large 
papulations  are  certain  to  be  able  to 
support  expensive  television  facilities, 
and  that  smaller  communities  which  are 
within  appropriate  range  of  these  cities 
sheu’d  obtain  service  from  stations  in 
the  large  cities,  rather  than  attempt  to 
support  stations  with  their  own  less 
substantial  economic  resources. 

79.  The  Commission,  on  the  other 
hand,  believes  that  on  the  basis  of  the 
Communications  Act  it  must  recognize 
the  importance  of  making  it  po.-sible 
with  any  table  of  assignments  for  a  large 
number  of  communities  to  o’otain  tele¬ 
vision  assignments  of  their  own.  In  the 
Commission’s  view  as  many  communi¬ 
ties  as  possible  should  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  enjoying  the  advantages  that 
derive  from  having  local  outlets  that  will 
be  respomive  to  local  needs.  We  believe 
with  respect  to  the  economic  ability  of 
the  smaller  communities  to  support  tele- 
vi'^ion  stations  that  it  is  net  unreason¬ 
able  to  assume  that  enterprising  indi¬ 
viduals  will  come  forward  in  such  com¬ 
munities  whe  will  find  the  means  of  fi¬ 
nancing  a  television  operation.  'The  tel¬ 
evision  art  is  relatively  new  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  undoubtedly  exi-^ts  for  initiating 
various  methods  of  reducing  television 
costs. 

80.  Another  difference  in  assignment 
principle  as  between  the  DuMont  and 
FCC  plan  lies  in  respect  to  the  assign¬ 
ments  made  to  the  "primarily  educa¬ 
tional  centers.”  DuMont  opposes  any 
reservation  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  stations  and  under  the 
DuMont  plan  all  of  its  channel  assic^n- 
ments  w’ould  be  available  for  commer¬ 
cial  use.'*  With  reference  to  the  educa¬ 
tional  centers,  DuMont  does  not  follow 


While  DuMont  a.s  a  matter  of  general 
principle  takes  this  position  in  its  own  as¬ 
signment  plan,  DuMont  makes  at  least  one 
.assignment  to  practically  every  community 
listed  in  the  Commission's  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  contained  in  the  Third  Notice. 

Contrariwise,  the  number  of  commercial 
VHP  channels  in  the  Commission  plan  is 
reduced  because  of  the  Commission’s  policy 
of  reserving  one  VHP  channel  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  television  use  in  every 
community  having  at  least  three  VHP  as¬ 
signments,  unless  all  of  these  assignments 
had  been  previously  licensed.  While  th.s 
principle  does  not  determine  in  which  com¬ 
munity  an  assignment  should  be  made,  it 
Is  an  Important  factor  to  be  considered  in 
any  comparison  of  the  number  of  commer¬ 
cial  V’^P  channels  in  the  DuMont  and  the 
FCC  Assignment  Tables. 
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the  Commission’s  assignment  principle 
of  providing  in  so  far  as  possible  a  VHP 
channel  to  these  communities,  which 
would  be  reserved  for  use  by  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  television  stations. 
Thus  in  10  of  the  educational  centers  to 
which  the  Commission  has  assigned  a 
VHP  channel  DuMont  proposes  to  as¬ 
sign  a  UHP  channel. 

81.  The  Commission  finds  that  the 
principles  of  assignment  which  DuMont 
advocates  are  inadequate  in  that  these 
principles  do  not  recognize  specifically 
the  need  to  provide  an  equitable  appor¬ 
tionment  of  channels  among  the  sep¬ 
arate  states  and  communities  and  they 
do  not  provide  adequately  for  the  edu¬ 
cational  needs  of  the  primarily  educa¬ 
tional  centers. 

82.  With  respect  to  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  CBS  that  the  Commission  apply 
Its  priorities  in  a  flexible  manner,  the 
Commission,  as  previously  indicated, 
formulated  its  Table  of  Assignments  on 
the  basis  of  taking  into  account  nu¬ 
merous  factors  and  objectives  and  did 
not  apply  the  priorities  in  a  rigid,  me¬ 
chanical  way.  With  respect  to  the  needs 
of  larger  communities  for  additional 
VHP  assignments  as  set  forth  by  CBS, 
the  Commission  believes  that  in  its  final 
Table  of  Assignments  it  has  provided 
for  these  needs  to  the  extent  possible, 
consistent  with  its  other  objectives  and 
criteria  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  rec¬ 
ord.  With  respect  specifically  to  the 
CBS  request  for  additional  commercial 
VHP  assignments  in  Chicago,  Boston, 
and  San  Fiancisco,  these  requests  are 
dealt  with  in  the  section  of  the  Report 
which  discusses  assignments  to  indi¬ 
vidual  cities. 

83.  Whereas  both  DuMont  and  CBS 
contend  that  the  Commission’s  priori¬ 
ties  do  not  make  adequate  provision  for 
the  competitive  and  commercial  aspects 
of  television,  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Educational  Television  alleges  that  the 
Commission’s  priorities  were  deficient  in 
not  specifically  recognizing  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  television.  The  Joint 
Committee  urges  that  an  additional 
priority  should  be  established  between 
Priority  No.  3  and  Priority  No.  4  reading 
as  follows: 

To  provide  a  noncommercial  educational 
television  service  to  all  parts  of  the  United 
States  by  the  reservation  of  frequencies  for 
this  purpose. 

84.  It  is  not  clear  from  the  above 
statement  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
Joint  Committee  actually  is  proposing 
an  additional  assignment  principle.  An 
assignment  principle  refers  to:  (a)  The 
number  of  television  channels  that  in¬ 
dividual  communities  should  receive,  and 
<b)  whether  the  channels  should  be  in 
the  VHP  or  the  UHP  band.  The  Com¬ 
mission  has  reserved  channels  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  television  use  on 
an  extensive  basis  throughout  the  United 
States,  but  not  as  a  principle  of  assign¬ 
ment.  That  is  to  say,  the  Commission 
decided  first  that  a  particular  commu¬ 
nity  should  have  three  channels  on  the 
basis  of  various  criteria,  and  only  sub¬ 
sequently  did  it  decide  that  one  channel 
should  be  reserved  for  educational  u.se. 
As  discussed  pirv  "”''’y,  in  one  main  ex¬ 
ception  the  Coi..:.i  .-..^ion  treated  the  ed¬ 


ucational  need  as  a  principle  of  assign¬ 
ment:  in  the  special  case  of  the  46  “pri¬ 
marily  educational  centers.’’  In  this 
case,  the  fact  of  being  an  educational 
center  influenced  the  Commission’s  de¬ 
cision  as  to  the  total  assignments  to 
these  communities,  and  also  influenced 
its  determination  as  between  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  and  UHP  channels.  More¬ 
over,  upon  request  in  this  proceeding 
and  a  proper  showing,  the  Commission 
has  added  an  assignment  as  an  educa¬ 
tional  reservation  in  various  communi¬ 
ties  even  though  these  assignments  had 
not  been  made  to  the  community  in  the 
Third  Notice.  At  any  event,  in  view  of 
our  decision  discussed  elsewhere  in  this 
Report  to  avoid  any  reference  to  priori¬ 
ties  as  such  in  the  Commission’s  Rules, 
no  further  action  is  necessary  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  request  of  JCET  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  priority. 

Prediction  of  Service  Areas  and  Inter¬ 
ference 

85.  I-i  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  stated  with  respect  to  prediction  of 
service  areas  and  interference: 

Methods  for  describing  service  areas  and 
Interference  are  set  forth  In  Appendix  B. 
The  methods  therein  described  Include  the 
propagation  of  radio  waves  through  the 
lower  atmosphere  only.  These  propagation 
charts  are  based  on  an  extensive  number  of 
measurements  made  at  various  locations 
over  a  long  period  of  time.  It  Is  recognized 
that  these  charts  may  have  to  be  revised 
from  time  to  time  as  more  measurements 
are  made,  and  Interested  persons  are  en¬ 
couraged  to  make  as  many  measurements  as 
possible  and  submit  them  to  the  Commission. 
The  Commission  Is  satisfied  that  on  the  basis 
of  the  data  presently  available  to  It  the  data 
underlying  the  propagation  charts  are  suffi¬ 
cient  to  afford  an  adequate  statistical  basis 
for  describing  field  Intensities  under  aver¬ 
age  conditions,  but  It  Is  expected  that  there 
may  be  substantial  variations  In  Individual 
areas. 

Long  distance  skywave  interference.  It  Is 
also  realized  that  propagation  to  distances 
of  the  order  of  500  to  1,500  miles  via  the 
sporadic  E  layer  and  to  distances  beyond  via 
the  F2  layer  may  occur  In  certain  of  the 
channels.  However,  since  such  Interference 
may  occur  over  extremely  large  distances. 
It  Is  not  possible  to  protect  stations  against 
such  Interference  unless  operation  on  such 
channels  is  limited  to  one  or  at  the  best  a 
few  stations.  In  order  to  provide  stations 
for  the  various  communities,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  has  determined  that  the  overall  public 
interest  Is  better  served  by  not  protecting 
television  broadcast  stations  against  this 
type  of  interference. 

86.  No  objections  were  filed  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  proposal  concerning  long 
distance  skywave  interference.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  decision  of  the  Commission  not 
to  protect  television  broadcast  stations 
against  this  type  of  interference  is  made 
final.  In  this  connection  it  should  be 
pointed  out  that  in  setting  engineering 
standards,  we  have  considered  all  known 
propagation  effects.  If  in  the  future,  any 
person  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  rules  do  not  properly  reflect 
any  given  types  of  propagation  effect, 
consideration  will  be  given  in  an  ap¬ 
propriate  rule  making  proceeding  only 
to  amendment  of  the  rules. 

87.  Several  comments  have  been  re¬ 
ceived  which,  in  general,  state  that  the 
propagation  curves  in  Appendix  B  of  the 


Third  Notice  are  not  supported  by  the 
record  when  used  for  UHF  propagation. 
These  comments  are  especially  directed 
to  the  use  of  these  curves  in  rough  ter¬ 
rain.  Comments  of  this  nature  have 
been  received  from  the  Greylock  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Pittsfield,  Mass.;  Fort 
Industry  Company;  Enterprise  Publish¬ 
ing  Company,  Brockton,  Mass.;  WTAG, 
Inc.,  Worcester,  Mass.;  and  James  c. 
McNary. 

88.  These  comments  must  be  viewed 
In  light  of  the  nature  of  the  propagation 
curves  used  in  the  prediction  of  service 
areas  and  interference.  The  Ad  Hoc 
Committee  Report  establishes  that  the 
received  field  intensities  of  television  sig- 
nals  vary  so  greatly  from  location  to  lo¬ 
cation.  and  with  time,  that  any  predic¬ 
tion  of  service  from  these  average  curves 
for  a  specific  station  is  expected  to  devi¬ 
ate  appreciably  from  the  actual  service. 
In  addition,  it  is  clear  that  a  very  largg 
number  of  measurements  from  both  de¬ 
sired  and  interfering  stations,  many  of 
■  which  will  not  be  in  existence  for  several 
years,  would  be  necessary  to  make  an 
accurate  prediction  of  service  for  any 
specific  station.  However,  the  Ad  Hoc 
Report  indicates  that  the  over-all  esti¬ 
mate  of  service  for  a  large  number  of 
stations  will  be  fairly  good.  In  view'  of 
the  foregoing,  it  is  apparent  that  the 
Assignment  Table  must  be  made  on  a 
large  area  basis  for  which  the  over-all 
estimated  service  is  reasonably  accurate. 
The  assignment  rules  and  standards, 
however,  cannot  be  construed  as  guar¬ 
antees  of  service  but  rather  as  yard¬ 
sticks  based  upon  the  best  available 
data.  As  the  quantity  of  available  data 
increases,  the  assignment  rules  and 
standards  may  be  revised  at  a  later  date 
in  the  light  of  the  scientific  findings. 

89.  The  Commission,  after  review  of 
the  whole  record  and  the  comments  filed 
in  this  proceeding,  has  decided  that  the 
63  me.  F  (50,  50)  curves  present  a  more 
accurate  picture  of  expected  service  in 
the  UHF  than  do  the  195  me.  curves. 
The  UHF  data  in  the  record  indicates 
that  for  50  percent  of  the  locations  the 
field  strengths  are  approximately  4  db 
below  the  195  me.  F  (50,  50)  curves  for 
distances  in  the  order  of  10-20  miles  for 
W'hich  data  are  available.  The  63  me. 
curves  are  approximately  4  db  below  the 
195  me.  curves  at  distances  of  this ‘order 
and  appear  to  generally  provide  a  rea¬ 
sonable  match  with  the  data  for  UKP 
within  service  distances  (as  contrasted 
with  interfering  distances).  In  addi¬ 
tion  the  Commission  has  reconsidered 
the  curves  with  respect  to  the  prediction 
of  interference  in  the  UHP  and  based 
on  T.  R.  R.  Report  No.  2.4.10  (Exhibit 
565),  in  the  record  of  this  proceeding, 
a  new  family  of  curves  for  the  predic¬ 
tion  of  interfering  UHP  signals  has 
been  prepared  and  has  been  substituted 
for  the  P  (50,  10)  curve  for  Channels 
14-83  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

90.  With  these  changes  in  mind  the 
Commission  is  confident  that  the  curves 
it  is  establishing  are  of  sufficient  accu¬ 
racy  to  achieve  the  purposes  of  its  as¬ 
signment  plan.  The  use  of  such  curves 
is  indispensable  to  the  inauguration  of  a 
nationwide  television  service.  If  w® 
were  to  await  more  extensive  data  before 
establishing  the  Assignment  Table,  it 
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would  be  neccsrary  to  withhold  the 
inau??uration  of  a  nationwide  service 
which  will  operate  on  both  the  UHF  and 
VHP.  The  objections  to  the  use  of  the 
195  me.  curves  for  UHF  in  rough  terrain 
are  in  part  mitigated  by  the  use  of  the 
63  me.  curves  for  prediction  of  service 
ranges.  It  is*  nevertheless  true  that  the 
same  curves  are  used  for  smooth  as  for 
rough  terrain.  However,  no  one  either 
in  the  record  or  the  comments  filed  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Third  Notice  has  proposed 
a  system  of  prediction  of  coverage  which 
while  recognizing  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  rough  and  smooth  terrain  meets 
the  criterion  of  reasonable  simplicity  or 
in  lieu  thereof  is  reasonably  accurate  in 
the  light  of  available  scientific  data. 
Actually,  no  one  has  offered  adequate 
data  upon  which  curves  may  be  adopted 
which  would  recognize  the  differences 
between  smooth  and  rough  terrain  or 
has  established  criteria  for  determining 
various  degrees  of  terrain  roughness. 
As  a  result  no  further  changes  in  the 
curves  adopted  are  justified  on  the  basis 
of  the  record.  In  the  future,  when 
measurements  are  made  which  will  add 
to  the  store  of  knowledge  in  the  field  of 
propagation,  these  will  be  considered  in 
appropriate  rule  making  proceedings 
looking  toward  the  amendment  of  exist¬ 
ing  curves.  In  the  absence  of  such  data, 
objections  to  the  UHF  propagation 
curves  must  be  rejected."* 

91.  For  purposes  of  establishing  a 
Table  of  Assignments  and  developing 
Rules  and  standards  for  the  television 
broadcast  service,  the  service  areas  are 
described  in  terms  of  iso -service  con¬ 
tours  based  upon  the  proposed  propaga¬ 
tion  charts.  It  should  be  stressed  again 
that  the  service  and  interference  com¬ 
puted  by  the  use  of  these  charts  are  not 
expected  to  prevail  for  any  specific  sta¬ 
tion  but  rather  describe  the  service  and 
Interference  which  would  prevail  if  the 
stations  involved  were  all  typical  ones 
producing  the  average  field  intensities 
described  by  the  charts.  In  other  words, 
the  proposed  methods  for  describing 
service  areas  and  interference  are  only 
assignment  tools  which  are  expected  to 
give  a  fairly  good  service  description  on 
a  large  area  basis  but  not  necessarily  on 
an  individual  station  basis. 

92.  It  has  been  found  that  radio  sig¬ 
nals  in  the  frequency  range  pertinent  to 
the  television  allocation  vary  both  with 
time  and  location,  in  a  statistically  nor¬ 
mal  distribution.  In  order  to  adequately 
describe  these  variable  field  intensities, 
the  Commission  has  adopted  the  statisti¬ 
cal  approach  advocated  by  the  Ad  Hoc 
Committee,  Thus,  if  a  T  percent  field  in¬ 
tensity  is  defined  as  that  level  of  field 
intensity  exceeded  for  T  percent  of  the 
time,  then  F  (L,  T)  is  the  T  percent 
field  intensity  exceeded  at  L  percent  of 
the  locations.  Stated  in  another  way,  P 


**It  Is  to  be  noted  that  the  Commission’s 
decision  with  respect  to  the  Enterprise,  Grey- 
lock  and  WTAO  counterproposals  with  re- 
s’^ect  to  the  cities  of  Brockton,  Pittsfield  and 
Worcester  does  net  rest  on  the  nature  of  the 
tHF  propagation  curves. 


(L,  T)  Is  the  field  Intensity  exceeded  for 
at  least  T  percent  of  the  time  at  the  best 
L  percent  pf  receiving  locations.  In 
establishing  the  Table  of  Assignments 
and  in  developing  the  Rules  and  stand¬ 
ards  for  the  television  broadcast  service, 
it  has  been  found  necessary  to  use  pri¬ 
marily  the  F  (50,  50)  and  F  (50,  10) 
values  of  field  Intensity  and  the  charts 
indicating  the  variation  of  field  intensity 
with  the  percentage  of  receiver  locations. 
However,  w’e  have  considered  in  this  con¬ 
nection  the  efficiency  studies  developed 
by  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  utilizing  the 
concept  of  integrating  the  service  avail¬ 
able  at  all  receiver  locations. 

93.  The  above  charts  are  based  upon 
the  results  of  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee 
Report  with  two  exceptions.  First,  the 
field  intensity  versus  distance  c’urves 
were  extrapolated  for  transmitting  an¬ 
tenna  heights  of  more  than  2,000  feet. 
Secondly,  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  did  not 
study  UIIF  propagation. 

94.  The  concept  of  iso-service  contours 
has  been  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
describing  service.  It  is  recognized  that 
there  exists  no  sharp  line  of  demarcation 
between  service  and  interference  but 
that  the  service  available  may  be  more 
satisfactory  or  less  satisfactory  in  vary¬ 
ing  degrees.  However,  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  practical  comparisons  of 
the  service  to  be  expected  under  the  as¬ 
signment  plan,  it  has  been  found  desir¬ 
able  in  this  proceeding  to  set  up  a  stand¬ 
ard  criterion  of  service,  based  upon  a 
standard  instantaneous  acceptance  ratio 
of  desired  to  undesired  signals  being  ex¬ 
ceeded  for  90  percent  of  the  time  at  any 
given  receiver  location,  as  outlined  in 
Volume  II  of  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  Re¬ 
port.  The  iso -service  contour  is  defined 
as  that  contour  along  which  every  loca¬ 
tion  has  the  same  probability  of  exceed¬ 
ing  tlie  standard  criterion  of  service, 
described  above.  The  farther  away  a  lo¬ 
cation  is  from  the  transmitter,  the 
smaller  is  the  probability  that  the  re¬ 
ceived  service  will  exceed  the  standard 
criterion.  The  grades  of  service  are 
determined  by  selecting  particular  loca¬ 
tion  probabilities,  namely  70  and  50  per¬ 
cent  for  Grades  A  and  B  service,  respec¬ 
tively. 

95.  In  determining  service  and  inter¬ 
ference,  the  receiving  antenna  is  as¬ 
sumed  to  be  non-directional.  This 
assumption  has  been  recommended  by 
the  Ad  Hoc  Committee.  It  is  believed 
that  the  receiving  antenna  directivity 
gain  should  be  used  as  a  safety  factor 
to  permit  adjustment  of  the  antenna  to 
minimize  multipath  distortion  and  local 
oscillator  radiation,  to  permit  a  compro¬ 
mise  orientation  for  the  reception  on  the 
same  antenna  from  several  desired  sta¬ 
tions  in  different  directions,  and  to  mini¬ 
mize  the  effects  of  multiple  interference. 

9G.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  proposal,  as  modified  herein, 
with  respect  to  prediction  of  service  areas 
and  interference  has  been  followed  in 
this  proceeding  and  appropriate  portions 
thereof  have  been  incorporated  in  the 
Commission’s  rules  and  standards.  The 


P  (50,  10)  curves  are  attached  hereto  as 
Appendix  B. 

Grades  of  Service 
97.  The  Third  Notice  provided: 

C.  Grades  of  service:®  In  its  Notice  of 
Further  Proposed  Rule  Making  Issued  on 
July  11,  1949,  the  Commission  proposed  to 
classify  television  broadcast  service  into 
three  grades,  of  service.  In  Uie  Commis¬ 
sion's  opinion,  there  is  no  need  for  more 
than  two  grades  of  service.  Grade  A  service 
is  so  specified  that  a  quality  acceptable  to 
the  median  observer  is  e.xpectcd  to  be  avail¬ 
able  for  at  least  90  percent  of  the  time  at 
the  best  70  percent  of  receiver  locations  at 
the  outer  limits  of  this  service.  In  the  case 
of  Grade  B  service  the  figures  are  90  percent 
of  the  time  and  50  peicent  of  the  locations." 
The  field  strengths  and  Interference  ratios 
are  as  follows: 

1.  Required  median  field  strengths  in  db 
above  1  uv/m: 


Grade  of  service 

Chnnmls^ 

Channels 

7-1.3 

Channels 

H-H.3 

A . 

fj>  dh 

71  dl) 
Wdh 

74  db 
€4  db 

B . 

<7db 

2.  Permissible  co-channel  ratios  in  db  of 
median  desired  field  strengths  to  10  per¬ 
cent  undeslred  field  strength: 


Grade  of  service 

Channels  2-13 

1  Channels  14-*^ 

Kon- 

otT.set 

Offset 

Non- 

ollset 

Offset 

A . 

M  db  1 
1  46  db 

1  1 

34  db 
2S  db 

!  M<lh 
j  46  db 

3r.dh 
2b  db 

B . 

*  The  Commission  proposes  the  use  of  iso¬ 
service  contours  which  express  service  in 
terms  of  the  ratio  between  desired  and  un- 
desired  signal  In  decibels,  or  the  minimum 
required  signal  levels  in  decibels  above  one 
microvolt  per  meter.  This  has  been  done  in 
order  to  facilitate  computation  of  service 
and  Interference  field  strengths.  Likewise, 
the  same  terms  may  be  carried  over  to  the 
output  of  the  transmitter,  transmission 
line  loss  and  antenna  gain.  This  has  the 
advantage  of  using  the  same  unit  through¬ 
out  the  service  whether  in  the  transmitting 
equipment  or  in  the  field  and  has  the  addi¬ 
tional  advantage  that  a  decibel  of  power 
added  at  the  transmitter  results  in  a  decibel 
of  Increased  field  strength.  In  order  to  place 
these  matters  on  a  related  basis,  the  decibels 
with  respect  to  transmitter  power  and  an¬ 
tenna  gain  as  well  as  field  strength  must 
be  expressed  as  decibels  with  reference  to 
seme  given  level.  Field  strength  Is  expressed 
either  in  decibels  above  an  undeslred  signal 
or  decibels  above  a  reference  level  which  has 
been  chosen  as  one  microvolt  per  meter.  A 
convenient  reference  level  of  transmitter 
power  is  1  kilowatt.  The  propagation  charts 
attached  to  Appendix  B  and  identified  as 
"Appendix  V,  figures  1-4”  are  based  upon 
the  radiation  In  the  equatorial  plane  of  a 
half  wave  dipole  antenna  having  an  effec¬ 
tive  radiated  power  of  one  kilowatt.  An¬ 
tenna  gain  is  expressed  as  the  ratio  in  db 
of  the  maximum  radiation  from  the  an¬ 
tenna  to  the  radiation  in  the  equatorial 
plane  of  a  half  wave  dipole  with  equal  power 
Input. 

*  For  the  specialized  case  that  exists  in 
the  case  of  adjacent  channel  interference, 
see  par.  II  E  (2)  below. 
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3.  Permissible  adjacent  channel  ratios  In 
db  of  median  desired  and  undeslred  field 
strengths: 


Tirade  of  service 

Channels 

2-h3 

A . 

Odb 

n . 

(idb 

98.  No  objections  were  filed  to  the 
proposal  described  above  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  comments  concerning  adjacent 
channel  interference  ratios  which  are 
treated  elsewhere  in  this  report.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  proposal  in  the  Third 
Notice  has  been  followed  in  this  proceed¬ 
ing  and  appropriate  portions  thereof 
have  been  incorporated  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion's  Rules  and  standards.  In  view  of 
our  decision  herein  with  respect  to  sta¬ 
tion  separations,  powers  and  antenna 
heights,  there  is  no  need  to  include  in  our 
rules  and  standards  co-channel  and  ad¬ 
jacent  channel  interference  ratios. 

99.  The  Third  Notice  provided  that: 

Transmitter  locations  shall  be  so  chosen 
that  the  following  median  field  Intensities  as 
calculated  in  accordance  with  the  methods 
and  procedures  described  In  Appendix  B  are 
provided  over  the  entire  principal  city  to  be 
served : 


Channels 

2-6 

Channels 

,✓7-13 

Channels 

14-t>3 

74  db 

77  db 

80  db 

100.  No  one  has  objected  to  this  pro¬ 
posal  with  respect  to  median  field  inten¬ 
sities  and  accordingly  it  is  being  final¬ 
ized. 

101.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  values 
selected  for  those  grades  of  service  as¬ 
sume  a  number  of  conditions  with 
respect  to  a  typical  home  receiver  instal¬ 
lation  such  as  the  sensitivity  of  the 
receiver,  the  type  of  antenna,  the  instal¬ 
lation  of  the  antenna,  and  the  transmis¬ 
sion  line  used.  In  VHP,  considerable 
information  concerning  a  typical  home 
installation  is  available  as  a  result  of 
actual  experience:  in  UHP  a  typical  in¬ 
stallation  had  to  be  predicated  to  a  large 
extent  on  the  basis  of  technical  feasibil¬ 
ity.  Thus,  the  extent  to  which  the 
grades  of  service  for  the  UHP,  herein 
adopted,  are  actually  realized  in  practice 
will  depend  on  the  ability  of  the  industry 
economically  to  produce  and  install  high 
performance  receiving  equipment  as  well 
as  upon  the  propagation  characteristics 
of  these  frequencies. 

102.  DuMont  and  Radio  Kentucky, 
Inc.,  Louisville,  Kentucky,  have  both 
recommended  that  the  Commission  im¬ 
pose  requirements  with  respect  to  the 
joint  u.'^e  of  antennas  to  make  coverage 
more  equal,  reduce  construction  costs 
and  aid  the  public  in  the  installation 
and  use  of  receiving  antennas.  In  this 
connection.  §  3.639  of  the  Commission’s 
present  rules  provides: 

Vse  of  common  antenna  site.  No  tele¬ 
vision  license  or  renewal  of  a  television  li¬ 
cense  will  be  granted  to  any  person  who 
owns,  leases,  or  controls  a  particular  site 
which  is  peculiarly  suitable  for  television 
broadcasting  In  a  particular  area  and  (a) 
which  is  not  available  for  use  by  other  tele¬ 
vision  licensees,  and  (b)  no  other  compara¬ 
ble  site  is  available  In  the  area:  and  (c) 
where  the  exclusive  use  of  such  site  by  the 
applicant  or  licensee  would  unduly  limit  the 


number  of  television  stations  that  can  be 
authorized  in  a  particular  area  or  would 
unduly  restrict  competition  among  tele¬ 
vision  stations. 

While  we  encourage  licensees  to  use 
common  antennas  where  possible,  we  be¬ 
lieve  that  we  should  not  impose  such  a 
requirement  without  further  exploration 
of  the  problems  which  might  arise  from 
such  a  rule.  We  have,  however,  re¬ 
tained  the  provisions  of  §  3.639  in  the 
rules  adopted  herein. 

Station  Separations 

103.  The  Commission  in  seeking  to 
establish  a  nationwide  television  assign¬ 
ment  plan  which  will  provide  service 
to  the  people  of  the  United  States  for 
years  to  come  is  basing  the  Assignment 
Table  in  large  part  on  a  system  of  mini¬ 
mum  station  separations.  These  sta¬ 
tion  separations,  together  with  the 
station  powers  and  antenna  heights  per¬ 
mitted  by  the  rules,  will  establish  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  protection  from 
interference  to  be  accorded  to  television 
stations.  The  use  of  this  system  of  sta¬ 
tion  separations,  we  believe,  will  more 
easily  and  more  likely  bring  about  a 
truly  eflBcient  and  equitable  distribution 
of  television  service  than  would  a  sys¬ 
tem  based  upon  “protected  contours.” 

The  Measurement  of  Station 
Separations  ” 

104.  We  are  dealing  in  this  report 
with  two  types  of  separations  or  mile¬ 
age  spacing  requirements.  There  are 
in  the  first  place  assignment  spacing  re¬ 
quirements  which  we  are  following 
herein  and  w'hich  will  be  followed  in 
future  rule  making  proceedings  dealing 
with  additions  or  amendments  to  the 
Table  of  Assignments.  These  separa¬ 
tions  are  to  be  distinguished  from  fa¬ 
cilities  spacing  requirements  that  must 
be  complied  with  in  determining  spac- 
ings  between  stations  in  licensing 
proceedings  involving  individual  applica¬ 
tions  for  facilities.  The  Third  Notice 
implicitly  recognized  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  these  two  types  of  separations  by 
referring  to  assignment  spacing  require¬ 
ments  as  city-to-city  spacings  and  by 
referring  to  facilities  spacing  require¬ 
ments  as  transmitter-to-transmitter 
spacings. 

105.  A  number  of  parties”  have  filed 
comments  pursuant  to  the  Third  Notice 
taking  issue  with  the  requirement  that 

»'  station  separations  include  co-channel 
seiiaratlons.  adjacent  channel  separations 
and  those  separations  provided  for  herein  to 
protect  against  interference  caused  by  oscil¬ 
lator  radiation,  I.  P.  beat,  intermodulation 
and  to  protect  against  Image  Interference. 

"  Southern  Minnesota  Supply  Co.,  Man¬ 
kato,  Minn.;  Pennsylvania  Broadcasting  Co., 
Philadelphia.  Pa.;  The  Brockway  Co.,  Water- 
town,  N.  Y.;  Hampton  Roads  Broadcasting 
Corp.,  Norfblk,  Va.;  Loyola  University  of  The 
South,  New  Orleans,  La.;  The  Gazette  Com¬ 
pany,  Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa;  Telegraph  Herald, 
Dubuque,  Iowa;  Kingsport  Broadcasting  Co., 
Kingsport,  Tenn.;  Hartford  Times,  Inc., 
Hartford,  Conn.;  Buffalo  Courier  Express,  Inc., 
Buffalo,  N.  Y.;  Bay  Broadcasting  Co.,  Bay  City, 
Mich.;  WJR,  The  Goodwill  Station,  Inc.,  De¬ 
troit.  Mich.;  Wm.  H.  Block  Company,  Indian¬ 
apolis,  Ind.;  The  Travelers  Broadcasting 
Service  Corp.,  Hartford,  Conn.;  McClatchy 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Sacramento  and  Fresno, 
Calif.;  WIBC,  Inc.,  Indianapolis,  Ind.;  Peoria 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Peoria,  Ill.;  Independent 


minimum  co-channel  separations  be 
determined  exclusively  on  a  city-to-city 
basis.  These  parties  state  that  the  evi¬ 
dence  in  the  record  of  the  hearing,  sup¬ 
plied  by  Edward  Allen,  a  Commi.'^sion 
witness,  pertaining  to  the  determination 
of  interference,  distance  to  service  con¬ 
tours,  and  associated  studies  related  to 
the  locations  of  the  transmitting  anten¬ 
nas  irrespective  of  the  distance  between 
cities.  These  parties  further  maintain 
that  the  determination  of  interference, 
distance  to  contours,  and  grade  of  serv¬ 
ice  are  functions  of  the  transmitting 
antennas  together  with  the  propagation 
characteristics  of  the  frequencies  con¬ 
cerned,  and  power  and  effective  antenna 
height.  Accordingly,  they  request  that 
the  Third  Notice  be  modified  so  that 
minimum  co-channel  separations  be 
stated  either  on  a  transmitter-to-trans- 
mitter  basis  or  that  the  alternative  of 
transmitter-to-transmitter  or  city-to- 
city  spacings  be  permitted. 

106.  In  providing  that  assignment 
spacings  were  to  be  measured  from  city- 
to-city,  the  Third  Notice  did  not  ex¬ 
pressly  specify  what  reference  point  in  a 
city  should  be  chosen  in  measuring  the 
city-to-city  separation.  However, 
where  a  transmitter  is  in  existence  by 
reason  of  a  Commission  authorization, 
that  transmitter  site  is  obviously  the 
appropriate  reference  point.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  insofar  as  the  comments  described 
above  constitute  a  request  that,  ir  meas¬ 
uring  assignment  spacings  an  authorized 
television  transmitter  shall  be  used  as 
one  of  the  two  necessary  reference 
points,  they  are  granted,  and  we  have  in 
this  proceeding  measured  ”  assignment 
spacings  from  authorized  transmitter 
sites  where  such  sites  were  available. 
The  location  of  the  site  is  derived  from 
the  co-ordinates  of  the  transmitter  as 
indicated  on  the  official  Commission  in¬ 
strument  of  authorization.  Where  tele¬ 
vision  transmitters  are  authorized  in 
both  cities,  each  site  should  be  used  as  a 
point  of  reference,  and  in  such  case  the 
assignment  spacing  is  measured  trans- 
mitter-to-transmitter. 

107.  The  Third  Notice  did  not  state 
specifically  how  an  assignment  spacing 
should  be  measured  where  no  authorized 
transmitter  site  is  available  as  a  refer¬ 
ence  point.  We  have  decided  that  where 
an  authorized  transmitter  site  is  avail¬ 
able  for  use  as  a  reference  point  in  one 
city  but  not  in  the  other,  the  latter  is 
the  point  described  by  the  city  co-ordi¬ 
nates  as  set  forth  in  the  publication  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  entitled  “Air  Line  Distances  Be¬ 
tween  Cities  in  the  United  States,””  or 
if  this  publication  does  not  specify  such 

Broadcasting  Company,  Des  Moines,  Iowa, 
and  Jacksonville  Broadcasting  Co.,  Jackson¬ 
ville,  Fla.,  among  others. 

*’The  manner  of  measurement  of  mileage 
spacings  between  two  reference  points  Is  set 
out  In  the  rules  adopted  herein. 

»« The  Third  Notice  provided  that  In  de¬ 
termining  separations  between  cities  for  the 
purpose  of  application  of  the  15  mile  rule 
(see  footnote  8  above)  “the  city  mileage  sep¬ 
arations  set  forth  in  the  publication  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Commerce  en¬ 
titled  ‘Air  Line  Distances’  shall  be  utilized. 
Where  cities  are  not  listed  in  the  above  pub¬ 
lication,  separations  shall  be  computed  on 
the  basis  of  the  distance  between  the  main 
post  ollice  In  the  respective  cities." 
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co-ordiriates.  the  reference  point  used  Is 
the  point  described  by  the  co-ordinates 
of  the  main  post  office  of  the  city  in¬ 
volved.  Where  no  authorized  transmit¬ 
ter  sites  are  available  for  use  as  a  refer¬ 
ence  point  in  both  cities,  the  mileage 
distance  between  the  two  cities  listed 
in  the  publication  described  above  has 
been  used  where  available.  In  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  such  information,  the  reference 
points  are  determined  by  ascertaining 
the  city  co-ordinates  as  set  forth  in  the 
publication  listed  above  and  where  the 
city  co-ordinates  are  not  listed,  by  ascer¬ 
taining  the  co-ordinates  of  the  main  post 
office  in  the  city  involved. 

108.  The  measurement  of  facilities 
separations  in  licensing  proceedings  is 
simplified  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  in 
each  case  one  reference  point  is  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  applicant  by  his  selection 
of  a  proposed  transmitter  site.  The 
other  reference  point  is  determined  by 
ascertaining  (1)  the  co-ordinates  of  an 
authorized  transmitter  site  in  the  other 
city  or  (2)  where  such  a  transmitter  site 
is  not  available  the  city  co-ordinates  as 
set  forth  in  the  publication  of  the  United 
States  Department  of  Commerce  entitled 
"Air  Line  Distances  Between  Cities  in  the 
United  States”  or  if  said  publication  does 
not  specify  such  co-ordinates  the  co-or¬ 
dinates  of  the  main  post  office  of  the 
other  city  involved.  In  addition,  where 
there  are  pending  applications  in  the 
other  city,  which,  if  granted,  would  have 
to  be  considered  in  determining  facilities 
separations,  the  co-ordinates  of  the 
transmitter  sites  proposed  in  such  appli¬ 
cations  must  be  used  to  determine 
whether  minimum  facilities  spacing  be¬ 
tween  the  tw'o  proposals  have  been  met. 

The  Minimum  Co-Channel  Assignment 
Spacings 

109.  In  the  Third  Notice,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  said  with  respect  to  co-channel  as¬ 
signment  spacings; 

The  Table  of  Assignments  contained  In  the 
Commission’s  Notice  of  Further  Proposed 
Rule  Making,  Issued  July  11,  1949,  had  as 
Its  objective  co-channel  separation  of  220 
miles  In  the  VHP  band  and  200  miles  In  the 
UHP  band.  At  the  hearing  on  the  general 
Issues,  testimony  was  offered  that  these  sepa¬ 
rations  could  be  reduced  considerably  by 
utilizing  offset  carrier  operation.  Evidence 
uas  also  offered  that  more  television  service 
could  be  made  available  to  the  country  If  the 
separation  objective  were  reduced  to  150 
miles  for  VHP  channels. 

The  Commission  has  carefully  considered 
the  above  evidence  and  has  concluded  that 
some  reduction  in  co-channel  separation  Is 
possible  because  of  the  Improvements  which 
result  from  offset  carrier  operation.  It  Is 
not  deemed  advisable  to  effectuate  a  reduc¬ 
tion  to  150-mlle  VHP  separation  as  suggested 
at  the  hearing.  In  the  first  place,  the  evi¬ 
dence  upon  which  the  150-mile  separation  Is 
based  Is  the  theoretical  computations  of 
what  coverage  can  be  achieved.  On  the  basis 
of  the  evidence  In  the  record.  It  Is  clear  that 
considerations  of  terrain  and  other  propa¬ 
gation  factors  will  materially  affect  many  of 
the  theoretical  computations.  In  the  second 
place,  much  of  the  propagation  data — al¬ 
though  the  best  available — upon  which  the 
Commission  relies  Is  necessarily  quite  meager. 
Postponing  a  decision  In  these  proceedings 
would  not  materially  aid  this  problem  since 
It  has  been  the  Commission’s  experience  that 
substantial  amounts  of  propagation  data  do 
not  become  available  until  stations  are  au¬ 
thorized  on  a  regular  basis.  Hence,  the 


Commission  Is  faced  with  the  practical 
problem  that  if  it  postpones  assigning  sta¬ 
tions  until  sufficient  propagation  data  are 
available,  such  data  may  never  become  avail¬ 
able,  while  on  the  other  hand  If  stations  are 
assigned  before  sufficient  propagation  data 
are  assembled,  more  Interference  may  result 
In  actual  operation  than  was  anticipated. 
In  the  Commission’s  view,  the  best  method 
of  handling  this  problem  Is  to  assign  sta¬ 
tions  as  soon  as  a  reasonably  sufficient 
amount  of  data  is  accumulated  but  In  do¬ 
ing  so  assignments  should  not  be  made  on 
the  barest  minimum  separation  which  exact 
calculations  would  Indicate.  Instead,  a 
safety  factor  should  be  Included.  In  this 
way.  If  as  a  result  of  actual  experience  more 
Interference  results  than  was  indicated- by 
the  earlier  calculations,  the  safety  factor  will 
prevent  extensive  damage  to  overall  service. 
If  actual  experience  shows  that  the  amount 
of  Interference  Is  approximately  that  pre¬ 
dicted  by  the  calculations,  then  the  rules  and 
standards  can  be  amended  to  reflect  the  new 
data.  In  the  Commission’s  experience,  it  is 
much  easier  as  a  practical  matter  to  reduce 
station  separations  which  are  somewhat 
larger  than  were  originally  thought  to  be 
necessary  than  It  Is  to  Increase  separations 
which  are  smaller  than  were  originally 
thought  to  be  necessary. 

110.  In  determining  minimum  co¬ 
channel  separations  we  must  consider  a 
number  of  factors.  The  geographical 
distribution  of  the  people  and  cities  of 
the  United  States  does  not  lend  itself  to 
a  simple  rule  for  the  spacing  of  stations. 
The  northeastern  portion  of  the  United 
States  is  generally  characterized  by 
higher  population  density  and  closer 
spacing  of  cities  than  the  other  portions 
of  the  country.  See  Appendix  A. 

111.  Recognition  must  also  be  given  to 
the  fact  that  the  mileages  set  for  co¬ 
channel  spacings  determine  the  size  of 
the  interference-free  service  area  of 
nearby  co-channel  stations.  It  is  im¬ 
portant  to  note  that  we  are  referring 
here  not  to  Grade  A  service  but  to  the 
more  extensive  Grade  B  service.  As 
spacings  in  the  order  of  140-250  miles  are 
reduced  by  10  miles  the  Interference  free 
service  area  is  reduced  by  2-3  miles  in 
the  direction  in  which  stations  face  each 
other.  Accordingly,  reductions  in  Grade 
B  service  resulting  from  reduced  separa¬ 
tions  deprive  the  rural  areas  and  the  less 
sparsely  settled  areas  of  television  serv¬ 
ice.  To  the  extent  we  do  this  in  the 
\TIF,  we  lose  one  of  the  benefits  of  that 
portion  of  the  spectrum,  the  wide  area 
coverage  possible. 

112.  We  have  also  considered  the  im¬ 
port  of  minimum  spacings  on  the  policy 
we  have  adopted  herein  with  respect  to 
the  use  of  greater  heights  and  higher 
powers.  As  greater  antenna  heights 
and  higher  powers  are  used,  the  greater 
is  the  need  for  wider  separations;  with 
smaller  separations,  in  the  direction  of 
the  co-channel  station,  the  potential 
gain  from  greater  heights  and  higher 
powers  would  be  lost.  We  do  not  wish 
to  negate  the  policy  of  trying  to  obtain 
wide  coverage  by  the  use  of  high  antenna 
heights;  neither  do  we  wish  to  create 
excessive  interference  by  permitting 
operation  with  high  power  at  small 
spacings. 

113.  Finally  we  have  given  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  need  for  a  safety  factor  in 
view  of  the  Incomplete  nature  of  avail¬ 
able  propagation  data.  Where  the  pros 
and  cons  hang  in  even  balance  we  deem 


It  highly  desirable  If  not  imperative  to 
tip  the  scales  in  favor  of  wider  separa¬ 
tions. 

114.  The  Commission  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice  provided  the  following  minimum  co¬ 
channel  assignment  spacings  between 
cities: 


VHP -  180  miles 

UHP -  165  nilles 


Actually,  however,  it  was  not  intended 
that  all  requests  for  additional  assign¬ 
ments  should  be  granted  solely  because 
they  met  the  minima  provided  for  in  the 
Third  Notice.  The  Third  Notice  stated : 

In  each  case,  the  above  figures  are  min¬ 
imum  separations.  Greater  separations  are 
utilized  In  the  sparsely  settled  areas  of  the 
country  In  order  to  secure  a  maximum 
amount  of  service.  In  addition,  greater  sep¬ 
arations  are  also  utilized  In  Gulf  Coast  areas 
and  In  other  areas  where  high  levels  of 
tropospheric  propagation  may  be  expected. 
This  should  he  kept  in  mind  by  persons  de¬ 
siring  to  suggest  changes  in  the  Table  of 
Assignments.  [Italics  added.] 

115.  Moreover,  examination  of  the 
Table  of  Assignments  proposed  in  the 
Third  Notice  makes  it  clear  that  the  180 
mile  VHF  co-channel  separation  and  the 
165  mile  UHF  co-channel  separation 
were  not  intended  to  be  the  minimum 
assignment  spacing  throughout  the 
country.  These  minimum  spacings  were 
Intended  to  be  used  and  were  used  only 
in  those  portions  of  the  country  where 
narrower  spacings  are  appropriate,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  northeastern  part  of  the 
United  States.  Upon  review  of  the  whole 
record  we  adhere  to  the  concept  that 
in  the  less  densely  settled  areas  of  the 
country  wide  separations  must  be  main¬ 
tained.  The  minimum  VHF  co-channel 
spacing  utilized  in  the  Third  Notice  in 
such  areas  of  the  country  was  190  miles. 
We  adopt  this  spacing  as  the  appropriate 
minimum  VHF  spacing  in  areas  which 
have  a  relatively  lower  population  den¬ 
sity  or  where  large  cities  are  more  widely 
separated.  See  Appendix  A.  For  if  we 
were  to  permit  stations  at  close  separa¬ 
tions  in  such  areas,  we  would  deprive 
persons  residing  In  the  interference 
areas  between  such  stations  of  television 
service  since  there  generally  do  not  exist 
other  cities  of  sufficient  magnitude  in 
this  interference  area  capable  of  sup¬ 
porting  stations  on  other  channels  which 
could  serve  the  area. 

116.  A  different  situation,  how’ever, 
exists  where  there  is  a  higher  density  of 
population  and  concentration  of  cities. 
Because  of  the  concentration  of  cities, 
the  provision  for  lower  minimum  spac¬ 
ings  in  such  an  area  will  not  have  the 
tendency  of  depriving  residents  of  the 
area  of  television  service,  since  there 
would  be  an  overlapping  of  service  con¬ 
tours  of  stations  on  different  channels 
located  In  the  interference  areas. 

117.  Analysis  of  population  density 
and  distribution  of  cities  establishes  the 
existence  of  one  large  contiguous  area 
where  there  is  a  substantially  higher 
density  of  population  and  concentration 
of  cities  compared  to  all  other  contigu¬ 
ous  areas  of  comparable  size.  See  Ap¬ 
pendix  A.  We  believe  the  record  in  the 
general  portion  of  the  hearing  supports 
the  conclusion  that  lower  separations  in 
this  area  are  warranted. 
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118.  We  have  called  this  area  Zone  I. 
It  consists  of  that  portion  of  the  United 
States  located  within  the  confines  of  the 
following  lines  drawn  on  the  United 
States  Albers  Equal  Area  Projection  Map, 
(ba.sed  on  standard  parallels  29*4*  and 
45*2*  North  American  datum):  Begin¬ 
ning  at  the  most  easterly  point  on  the 
state  boundary  line  between  North  Caro¬ 
lina  and  Virginia;  thence  in  a  straight 
line  to  a  point  at  the  junction  of  the 
Ohio.  Kentucky,  West  Virginia  State 
boundary  lines,  thence  westerly  along 
the  southern  boundary  lines  of  the  States 
of  Ohio,  Indiana  and  Illinois  to  a  point 
at  the  junction  of  the  Illinois,  Kentucky 
and  Missouri  State  boundary  lines; 
thence  northerly  along  the  west  bound¬ 
ary  line  of  the  State  of  Illinois  to  a  point 
at  the  junction  of  the  Illinois.  Iowa,  and 
Wisconsin  State  boundary  lines;  thence 
easterly  along  the  northern  state  bound¬ 
ary  lines  of  Illinois  to  the  90th  meridian; 
thence  north  along  this  meridian  to  the 
43.5*  parallel;  thence  east  along  this 
parallel  to  the  71st  meridian;  thence  in 
a  straight  line  to  the  intersection  of  the 
69th  meridian  and  the  45th  parallel; 
thence  east  along  the  45th  parallel  to  the 
Atlantic  Ocean.  When  any  of  the  above 
lines  pass  through  a  city,  the  city  shall 
be  considered  to  be  located  in  Zone  I.  A 
map  of  Zone  I  is  included  in  the  Rules 
adopted  herein. 

119.  In  establishing  the  boundaries  of 
Zone  I  we  have  included  within  the  zone 
portions  of  some  states  that,  as  a  whole, 
have  relatively  low  population  densities 
and  relatively  few  large  cities.  The  por¬ 
tions  we  have  concluded,  are,  however, 
relatively  more  populous  and  have  a 
greater  number  of  large  cities  than  the 
other  portions  of  the  same  states  and 
they  are  all  contiguous  to  the  general 
area  with  a  higher  density  of  population 
and  concentrated  cities.  For  these  rea¬ 
sons  we  believe  their  inclusion  in  Zone  I 
is  warranted. 

120.  Upon  consideration  of  the  whole 
record,  we  have  determined  that  the 
minimum  co-channel  assignment  spac¬ 
ing  in  Zone  I  shall  be  170  miles  in  the 
VHP  and  155  miles  in  the  UHF.*  This 
constitutes  a  reduction  of  10  miles  in  the 
minimum  assignment  separation  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice,  but  is  the 
same  as  the  minimum  facilities  separa¬ 
tions  provided  for  in  the  Third  Notice. 
We  find  no  basis  for  going  below  the  170 
and  155  mile  figures  proposed  as  the  min¬ 
ima  in  the  Third  Notice. 

121.  As  we  have  pointed  out  in  the 
Third  Notice,  in  certain  areas  of  the 
country,  particularly  the  Gulf  Coast 
area,  high  levels  of  tropospheric  propa¬ 
gation  may  be  expected.  In  such  areas 
greater  separations  are  necessary  to 
compensate  for  the  reduction  in  service 
areas  that  is  caused  by  the  interference 
resulting  from  the  high  level  of  tropo¬ 
spheric  propagation.  We  have  carefully 
re-examined  the  record  and  the  com¬ 
ments  that  have  been  filed  pursuant  to 
the  Third  Notice  and  we  have  deter¬ 
mined  that  only  the  Gulf  Coast  area 


■*We  recognize  that  a  few  existing  c^era- 
tlons  do  not  comply  with  the  minimum  sep¬ 
arations  set  forth  above.  It  has  not  been 
possible  to  remove  these  cases  without  un¬ 
warranted  dislocation. 
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should,  by  rule,  be  treated  differently 
from  other  areas  which  may  be  affected 
by  a  high  level  of  tropospheric  propaga¬ 
tion,  In  reaching  this  conclusion  we  are 
aware  that  wide  separations  will  have 
to  be  maintained  in  other  areas  as  well 
to  protect  against  the  effects  of  high 
levels ‘of  tropospheric  propagation.  We 
believe,  however,  that  these  situations 
can  be  considered  on  a  case-to-case  basis, 
and  we  have  attempted  to  take  care  of 
this  problem  on  such  a  basis  in  estab¬ 
lishing  the  Table  of  Assignments  in  this 
proceeding. 

122.  We  have  designated  the  Gulf 
Coast  area  as  Zone  III.  Zone  III  con¬ 
sists  of  that  portion  of  the  United  States 
located  south  of  a  line,  drawm  on  the 
United  States  Albers  Equal  Area  Projec¬ 
tion  Map,  (based  on  standard  parallels 
29*4“  and  45*4“  North  American  datum) , 
beginning  at  a  point  on  the  east  coast 
of  Georgia  and  the  31st  parallel  and 
ending  at  the  United  States-Mexico  bor¬ 
der,  consisting  of  arcs  drawn  with  a  150- 
mile  radius  from  the  following  specified 
points : 
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When  any  of  the  above  lines  pass  through 
a  city,  the  city  shall  be  considered  to  be 
located  in  Zone  II.  A  map  of  Zone  III 
is  included  in  the  Rules  adopted  herein. 

123.  All  of  the  United  States  (includ¬ 
ing  the  Territories)  not  included  in 
Zones  I  and  III  is  designated  as  Zone  II. 
In  measuring  separations  between  cities 
in  different  Zones,  the  lower  separation 
applicable  will  govern. 

124.  The  area  designated  as  Zone  II 
is  more  sparsely  settled  than  the  area 
designate(i  Zone  I  and  has  a  lower  con¬ 
centration  of  cities  than  does  Zone  I. 
See  Appendix  A.  As  shown  in  Appendix 
A,  the  population  density  per  square 
mile  in  Zone  I  is  222.1  people  per  square 
mile;  in  Zone  II  the  population  density 
is  27.4  per  square  mile.  For  the  reasons 
set  out  above,  w  e  believe  the  minimum 
VHP  co-channel  assignment  separation 
of  190  miles  maintained  in  this  area  in 
the  table  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice, 
should  be  adhered  to  without  change. 
In  the  case  of  the  UHF,  the  minimum 
co-channel  separation,  in  Zone  n,  main¬ 
taining  the  relationship  used  in  Zone  I, 
shall  be  175  miles.  There  are  very  few 
UHF  assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice  in  violation  of  this  minimum; 
these  assignments  have,  however,  been 
deleted  from  the  table  adopted  herein. 

125.  There  remains  for  consideration 
the  minimum  co-channel  separations  to 
be  maintained  in  Zone  III,  the  Gulf 
Coast  area.  This  area  would  on  the 
basis  of  density  of  population  and  con¬ 
centration  of  cities  fall  within  Zone  II. 
The  population  density  per  square  mile 
in  Zone  III  is  47.8  people  per  square  mile. 
See  Appendix  A.  On  the  basis  of  the 
record,  it  appears  necessary,  however,  to 
add  a  factor  of  about  33  miles  spacing 
between  co-channel  stations  to  obtain 
the  same  service  area  as  would  exist  in 
Zone  11.  We  believe  it  to  be  reasonable  in 


light  of  the  foregoing  to  add  30  miles  in 
the  Gulf  Coast  area  to  the  190  mile  mini¬ 
mum  VHF  co-channel  assignment  spac¬ 
ing  provided  in  Zone  II.  This  will  sub¬ 
stantially  equalize  the  service  contours 
of  stations  in  the  Gulf  area  with  stations 
in  Zone  II.  On  this  basis  the  minimum 
assignment  spacing  in  Zone  III  will  be 
220  miles  in  the  VHP  band  and  205  miles 
in  the  UHF.  Several  VHF  assignments 
in  Zone  III  proposed  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice  involved  spacings  below  this  mini¬ 
mum.  However,  as  set  forth  above,  it 
was  clearly  contemplated  in  the  Third 
Notice  and  the  Commission  so  indicated 
that  spacings  in  the  Gulf  Coast  area 
would  have  to  be  much  wider  than  spac¬ 
ings  in  other  portions  of  the  country.^ 
Accordingly,  necessary  changes  have 
been  made  in  the  table  to  insure  that 
all  assignments  meet  the  minimum  re¬ 
quired  herein. 

126.  In  establishing  Zone  HI  we  are 
taking  into  account  the  fact  that  we  do 
not  have  sufficient  data  at  this  time  to 
determine  exactly  at  what  point  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  the  high  level  of  propagation  in 
the  Gulf  need  no  longer  be  considered  in 
establishing  minimum  assignment  spac¬ 
ings.  We  believe,  however,  that  the  fig¬ 
ure  w'e  have  chosen  provides  an  adequate 
margin  of  safety  and  yet  does  not  pre¬ 
vent  assignments  that  could  appropri¬ 
ately  be  made  at  this  time. 

127.  DuMont  Laboratories,  Inc.,  has 
submitted  an  alternative  nationwide 
assignment  plan  w'hich  it  claims  is  su¬ 
perior  to  that  of  the  Commission.  Du¬ 
Mont  makes  this  claim  on  the  grounds 
that  its  assignment  plan  allegedly  makes 
a  more  efficient  use  of  the  available  tele¬ 
vision  spectrum,  especially  the  VHF 
band.  DuMont  points  out  that  it  has 
made  more  assignments  on  each  VHP 
channel  than  the  Commission  and  that 
It  has  provided  more  communities  with 
VHF  multiple  service.  At  the  same  time 
DuMont  proposes  to  assign  at  least  one 
channel  to  practically  every  community 
listed  in  the  Commission’s  Table  of  As¬ 
signments.  In  substantiation  of  its 
claim  that  its  plan  would  provide  more 
persons  with  more  service,  DuMont  had 
a  population  count  made  of  the  number 
of  persons  living  within  50  miles  of  tele¬ 
vision  service  centers.  It  defined  a 
“television  service  center”  as  a  commu¬ 
nity  to  which  more  than  one  television 
channel  had  been  assigned  under  either 
the  Commission  or  the  DuMont  assign¬ 
ment  plans.  For  example,  DuMont 
states  that  under  the  proposed  FCC  plan 
98  television  centers  have  been  tenta¬ 
tively  assigned  four  or  more  VHF  and 
UHF  channels  and  a  population  of  95.- 
115,203  live  within  50  miles  of  these 
centers,  whereas  under  the  DuMont  plan 
149  centers  would  have  four  or  more 
channels  and  a  population  of  113,814,387 
live  within  50  miles  of  these  centers. 


*•  For  example,  The  Houston  Post  Com¬ 
pany,  In  Its  comments,  expressly  supported 
the  principle  that  In  the  Gulf  area  minimum 
spacings  substantially  above  the  minima  In 
other  areas  are  required.  The  Houston  Post 
Company  advanced  the  proposal  that  a 
specific  limitation  be  made  on  assignments 
In  this  area  so  that  stations  operating  on  the 
same  channel  should  be  separated  by  240 
miles  on  Channels  2-6  and  by  200  miles  on 
Channels  7-13. 
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128.  DuMont  contends  that  It  achieved 
this  greater  efittciency  “within  the  PCC 
framework  of  engineering  standards." 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  there  is 
a  highly  significant  difference  between 
the  two  plans  with  respect  to  the  min¬ 
imum  co-channel  assignment  separa¬ 
tions  employed  and  this  difference  is 
necessarily  reflected  in  the  total  number 
of  assignments  under  the  two  plans.  In 
order  to  increase  the  number  of  VHP 
assignments  in  large  cities,  DuMont 
would  make  many  assignments  below 
the  minimum  separations  employed  in 
the  Table  of  Assignments  proposed  in 
the  Commission’s  Third  Notice  and  as 
adopted  in  this  report.  For  example,  in 
the  area  comprising  Zone  II.  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  proposed  table  and  final  table 
have  no  assignment  separations  below 
190  miles.  By  contrast  DuMont  proposes 
79  spacings  below  this  minimum.  Those 
would  be  distributed  as  follows:  6  below 
170  miles;  21  between  170  and  180  miles; 
and  52  between  180  and  190  miles.  In 
the  area  defined  as  Zone  III,  the  Com¬ 
mission  had  proposed  9  spacings  below 
220  miles  (minimum  established  herein), 
but  in  the  table  adopted  herein  all  VHP 
spacings  below  220  miles  have  been  de¬ 
leted.  DuMont,  however,  proposes  30 
assignments  below  this  minimum.  Two 
separations  would  fall  below  180  miles, 
18  betw’een  180  and  200  miles,  and  10 
between  200  and  220  miles. 

129.  By  reducing  the  spacings  below 
the  minimum  at  numerous  points,  the 
DuMont  plan  achieves  a  greater  num¬ 
ber  of  VHP  assignments  than  does  the 
PCC  table.  It  is  apparent,  however, 
that  DuMont’s  alleged  superior  assign¬ 
ment  efficiency  in  fact  results  from  util¬ 
izing  station  separation  standards  at 
variance  w’ith  those  of  the  Commission. 
For  the  reasons  detailed  previously,  the 
Commission  does  not  believe  it  is  in  the 
public  interest  to  utilize  such  lower  as¬ 
signment  separations. 

130.  Furthermore,  the  DuMont  As¬ 
signment  Table  is  inconsistent,  in  part, 
with  the  assignments  that  have  been 
made  along  the  Mexican  and  Canadian 
borders.  This  aspect  of  the  DuMont  as¬ 
signment  plan  is  discussed  elsewhere  in 
this  report.  In  addition,  the  DuMont 
proposal  for  UHP  assignments  does  not 
follow  a  basic  principle  provided  for  in 
this  report  and  followed  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  table,  namely,  that  UHP  stations 
separated  by  less  than  6  channels  should 
be  separated  by  at  least  20  miles.  'This 
aspect  of  the  DuMont  assignment  plan 
is  also  discussed  in  detail  elsewhere  in 
this  report. 

131.  The  Commission  has  already  ex¬ 
amined  and  rejected  certain  of  the  un¬ 
derlying  principles  of  the  DuMont  plan.” 
We  must,  for  the  reasons  indicated 
above,  similarly  reject  the  proposed  Du¬ 
Mont  Table  of  Assignments. 

132.  DuMont  requested  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  make  an  oral  presentation  in  this 
proceeding.  This  request  was  based  on 
the  view  that  the  Commission  would  not 
adequately  understand  the  DuMont 
nationwide  assignment  plan.  We  have 
very  carefully  considered  the  DuMont 
proposal.  The  Commission  recognizes 
the  contributions  made  by  DuMont  to 


”  See  pars.  70-81  above. 
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these  proceedings.  We  do  not  believe 
that  an  oral  presentation  is  necessary 
for  the  Commission  to  satisfactorily  con¬ 
sider  and  dispose  of  the  issues  raised  by 
DuMont.  In  our  view  the  detailed  writ¬ 
ten  evidence  submitted  by  DuMont  ade¬ 
quately  presents  the  facts  with  respect 
to  the  nature  of  DuMont’s  proposal  and 
has  enabled  us  fully  to  consider  the 
merits  of  its  proposal.  The  DuMont  re¬ 
quest  for  an  oral  presentation  is,  there¬ 
fore,  herewith  denied. 

133.  A  request  has  been  made”  that 
the  Commission  permit  assignments  of 
co-channel  stations  at  less  than  the 
minimum  spacings  where  advantage  can 
be  taken  of  mountain  ranges  to  form 
a  natural  protection  between  stations. 
The  parties  referred  to  testimony  on  this 
point  presented  in  the  record  by  Messrs. 
Goldsmith,  Poole,  Gillett,  Inglis,  O’Brien, 
and  Harmon.  While  there  is  some  evi¬ 
dence  that  intervening  mountain  ranges 
may  normally  reduce  television  signals, 
the  propagation  data  available  at  this 
time  is  Insufficient  to  determine  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  there  may  be  significant 
deviations  from  the  normal  pattern  in 
such  situations.  'The  Commission  is, 
therefore,  denying  in  this  proceeding  the 
requests  for  co-channel  separations 
lower  than  the  minimum  between  sta¬ 
tions  separated  by  mountain  ranges.” 

134.  Some  of  the  parties”  have  re¬ 
quested  that  co-channel  assignment 
spacings  be  calculated  on  the  basis  of 
proposed  transmitter  sites  as  well  as  on 
the  basis  of  existing  transmitter  sites. 
Such  a  request  confuses  assignment 
spacings  with  facilities  spacings.  The 
puiTJOse  of  assignment  spacings  is  to  de¬ 
termine  what  channels  shall  be  assigned 
to  individual  communities  for  use  by 
applicants  who  may  seek  authorizations 
for  stations  in  such  communities  after 
an  assignment  has  been  established. 
After  an  assignment  has  been  made  it 
must  be  capable  of  being  used  by  any 
applicant  who  may  succeed  in  the  licens¬ 
ing  proceeding.  To  use  the  specific 
transmitter  site  proposed  by  an  individ- 
.ual  petitioner  in  a  rule  making  pro¬ 
ceeding  as  a  reference  point  in  calculat¬ 
ing  assignment  spacings  would  be  to 
use  a  site  that  might  in  fact  never  be 
available  to  the  successful  applicant  in 
the  licensing  proceeding. 

135.  Further,  to  permit  parties  to  use 
specific  proposed  sites  or  possible  trans¬ 
mitter  sites  in  order  to  establish  that 
they  meet  minimum  assignment  spacing 
requirements  would  in  effect  reduce  the 
minimum  assignment  spacing  require¬ 
ments.  Several  parties  have,  however, 
attempted  to  demonstrate  that  pro¬ 
posed  co-channel  assignments  meet  the 
minimum  requirements  by  offering 
evidence  that  they  can  select  a  trans- 


*•  Southern  Minnesota  Supply  Company, 
Mankato,  Minn.;  Erie  Television  Corporation, 
Erie,  Pa.;  Alrfan  Radio  Corp.,  Ltd.,  San  Diego, 
Calif.;  California  Inland  Broadcasting  Co., 
Presno,  Calif.;  Tribune  Building  Co.,  Oak¬ 
land,  Calif.;  KUGN,  Inc.,  Eugene.  Oregon; 
and  Kingsport  Broadcasting  Co.,  Kingsport, 
Tenn. 

**For  the  same  reasons  we  have  rejected 
similar  proposals  for  assignments  in  violation 
of  the  minimum  separations  where  other 
than  co-channel  spacings  are  involved. 

*<’  See  footnote  22  above. 
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mitter  site  that  will  meet  the  minimum 
assignment  separation  requirements  even 
though  the  distance  between  the  proper 
reference  point  in  the  community  of  the 
proposed  assignment  and  the  other  city 
Involved  is  less  than  the  minimum.  We 
cannot  permit  separations  to  be  reduced 
by  allowing  proponents  of  new  assign¬ 
ments  to  demonstrate  in  rule  making 
proceedings  that  they  can  meet  the  min¬ 
imum  assignment  spacing  requirements 
only  by  being  able  to  erect  a  transmitter 
at  a  specific  site.  The  manner  in  which 
the  assignment  spacings  are  measured  is 
important  in  determining  the  spacings 
between  stations  and  the  measurements 
will  vary  significantly  depending  on  the 
reference  points  used.  To  permit  as.sign- 
ments  to  be  made  in  rule  making  pro¬ 
ceedings  on  the  basis  of  the  measurement 
of  spacings  from  particular  transmitter 
sites  other  than  the  appropriate  refer¬ 
ence  point  would  result  in  a  reduction  of 
the  required  assignment  spacings.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  we  are  denying  all  requests  for 
the  establishment  of  assignments  where 
the  minimum  spacings  would  be  meas¬ 
ured  not  from  the  proper  reference  point 
but  from  possible  transmitter  sites.” 

136.  ’The  Table  of  Assignments  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Commission’s  Third  Notice 
permits  the  use  of  maximum  power  at  all 
locations  where  an  assignment  was  pro¬ 
posed.  A  number  of  parties  ”  contend 
that  it  would  be  possible  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  assignments  in  many  locations  if 
the  stations  at  such  localities  were  lim¬ 
ited  to  power  less  than  the  maxima. 
For  example,  it  is  stated  that  if  two  sta¬ 
tions  serving  small  communities  operate 
W’ith  minimum  power  they  could  be  lo¬ 
cated  as  close  as  73  miles  co-channel 
and  19  and  25  miles  adjacent  channel 
for  Channels  2-6  and  7-13,  respectively, 
while  at  the  same  time  receiving  the 
same  grade  of  protection  offered  by  a 
separation  of  180  miles  shown  in  the 
Commission’s  standards.  The  parties 
accordingly  have  requested  that  the 
Commission  provide  for  additional  as¬ 
signments  at  reduced  power  where  such 
assignments  will  not  cause  interference 
greater  than  would  exist  under  the  pre¬ 
scribed  minimum  spacings. 

137.  The  Commission  does  not  believe 
that  limited  power  stations  should  be 
provided  for  in  the  Table  of  Assignments 
at  this  time  in  order  to  squeeze  in  addi¬ 
tional  assignments.  The  effect  of  low 
power  combined  with  close  spacing  is  to 


*•  For  the  same  reasons  we  have  rejected 
b!_  iilar  proposals  for  assignments  in  violation 
of  the  minimum  separations  where  other 
than  co-channel  spacings  are  Involved. 

**  Pennsylvania  Broadcasting  Company, 
Philadelphia,  Pa.;  Southeastern  Broadcasting 
•Company,  Macon,  Ga.;  Middle  Georgia 
Broadcasting  Ck)mpany,  Macon,  Ga.;  The 
Brockway  Company,  Watertown,  N.  Y.; 
Hampton  Roads  Broadcasting  Corp.,  Norfolk, 
Va.;  Jacksonville  Broadcasting  Company, 
Jacksonville,  Fla.;  Loyola  University  of  the 
South,  New  Orleans,  La.;  The  Gazette  Com¬ 
pany,  Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa;  Telegraph  Herald. 
Dubuque,  Iowa;  Kingsport  Broadcasting 
Company,  Kingsport,  Tenn.;  Michigan  State 
College,  East  Lansing,  Mich.;  Hartford  Times, 
Inc.,  Hartford,  Conn.;  Travelers  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Service  Corp.,  Hartford,  Conn.;  Southern 
Minnesota  Supply  Company,  Mankato. 
Minn.;  and  Indiana  Technical  College,  Fort 
Wayne,  Indiana. 
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reduce  the  Interference-free  coverage 
area  of  such  stations,  thus  providing  a 
sharply  limited  service.  In  the  example 
cited  above  of  two  stations  operating 
with  minimum  power  (1  kw  effective 
raoiated  power)  and  separated  73  miles 
co-channel,  the  interference-free  Grade 
A  service  would  be  confined  to  11  miles 
and  the  Grade  B  service  to  14  miles. 
Further,  the  proposals  for  low  power  sta¬ 
tions  are  all  based  upon  operation  of  the 
co-channel  stations  with  an  antenna 
height  of  500  feet.  As  the  antenna 
heights  of  co-channel  stations  increase, 
the  service  area  of  the  lower  powered 
stations  w’ould  decrease. 

138.  Further,  these  proposals  rest  on 
the  Implicit  assumption  that  w’here  in¬ 
terference  is  not  caused  to  the  Grade  A 
service  of  a  station,  the  minimum  sepa¬ 
rations  may  be  reduced  below  the  stand¬ 
ards  adopted  by  the  Commission.  The 
television  A.ssignment  Table  and  the 
Rules  with  respect  to  television,  how¬ 
ever,  recognize  no  protected  contours. 
Rather  they  are  based  on  the  concept  of 
affording  each  station  the  wridest  cov¬ 
erage  possible  consistent  with  an  eflB- 
cient  utilization  of  the  spectrum  and  the 
satisfaction  of  the  needs  of  the  various 
cities  and  communities  in  the  United 
States.  The  Commission  in  considering 
grades  of  service  in  this  proceeding  has 
utilized  the  principle  of  iso-service  con¬ 
tours.  Basic  to  this  principle  is  a  rec¬ 
ognition  of  the  fact  that,  even  though 
“objectionable  interference”  may  not  be 
caused  in  any  contour,  an  inevitable 
degradation  of  service  occurs.  We  have 
above  discussed  at  length  the  basis  for 
the  separations  we  have  established. 
The  proposals  here  cannot  be  accepted 
because  they  are  contrary  to  the  basis 
upon  which  the  co-channel  separation 
requirements  have  been  established. 

139.  Also  to  be  considered  is  the  safety 
factor  we  have  previously  mentioned. 
If  w'e  should  find  at  a  later  date  the  in¬ 
terference  w’hich  stations  may  suffer  is 
greater  than  we  have  predicted  upon  the 
basis  of  available  data,  generally  only 
Grade  B  service  will  suffer  w'hereas  the 
impact  on  Grade  A  service  will  be  little, 
if  any.  Moreover,  power  could  then  be 
reduced  if  it  w’ere  decided  that  the  inter¬ 
ference  should  be  reduced.  But  in  the 
case  of  stations  operating  with  low'er 
power  at  reduced  separations  it  would  be 
more  difScult  to  further  reduce  power 
and  the  service  that  would  generally 
suffer  would  be  Grade  A  service. 

140.  Accordingly,  the  Commission 
finds  that  it  must  deny  the  requests  of 
the  parties  seeking  additional  assign¬ 
ments  where  such  assignments  would 
require  operation  at  less  than  the  maxi¬ 
mum  pow'ers  specified  in  this  Report. 

141.  In  establishing  the  co-channel 
assignment  spacing  requirements  set 
out  above,  we  have  considered  carefully 
the  comments  and  evidence  of  all  the 
parties  who  have  requested  assignments 
at  spacings  below  the  minima  adopted 
herein.  Insofar  as  we  have  reduced  the 
minimum  assignment  spacing  in  Zone  1 
from  that  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice, 
the  requests  of  certain  of  the  parties  for 
reduced  minimum  assignment  spacings 
have  been  granted.  We  find,  however, 
no  adequate  basis  on  the  record  for 
granting  any  of  the  other  requests  for 


reduced  minimum  spacings  and  we  have 
found  no  convincing  reason  to  deviate 
from  our  minimum  assignment  spacings 
in  acting  on  any  specific  counterpro¬ 
posal  in  this  proceeding. 

142.  The  following  is  a  summary  of 
the  minimum  co-channel  assignment 
spacings  provided  for  herein: 


VlIF 

UHF 

Zone  I... _ 

Mile* 

170 

l'.*0 

220 

Milt* 

IM 

175 

205 

Zone  II . 

Zone  III . 

Classes  of  Stations:  Powers  and  Antenna 
Height 

143.  In  the  Third  Notice,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  stated: 

The  Commission’s  Notice  of  Further  Pro¬ 
posed  Rule  Making  Issued  July  11,  1949,  pro¬ 
vided  for  three  classes  of  stations,  1.  e., 
community,  metropolitan  and  rural  stations. 
During  the  hearings  on  the  General  Issues 
relatively  little  comment  was  offered  con¬ 
cerning  the  proposed  classifications.  In  re¬ 
viewing  this  proposal,  the  Commission  has 
concluded  that  it  is  desirable  to  reduce 
station  classlflcations  to  a  minimum  and 
that  more  than  one  class  of  station  is  un¬ 
necessary  if  provision  Is  made  for  appropri¬ 
ate  power  ranges  for  the  various  sizes  of 
cities  and  rural  areas.  Accordingly,  only 
one  class  of  television  broadcast  station  is 
proposed,  with  provision  for  minimum  and 
maximum  effective  radiated  p)owers  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  respective  tables  set  forth 
below: 

(1)  Minimum  power: 

Minimum  effective 
Population  of  city  radiated  power » 

(excludes  adjacent  (in  db  above  1  kw) 

metropolitan  areas) ;  (ft.  ant.) 

1,000,000  and  above _ 17db/500 

250,000-1,000,000 _ 10  db/500 

50,000-250,000 _  3  db/500 

Under  60,000 _  0  db/300 

'  Or  equivalent,  based  on  the  same  Grade 
A  service  radius  as  with  these  values  of  ef¬ 
fective  radiated  power  and  antenna  height 
above  average  terrain.  A  chart  showing  this 
relationship  is  attached  to  Appendix  B  and 
identified  as  Appendix  IV.  No  minimum 
antenna  height  is  specified.  However,  whert 
ever  feasible,  high  antennae  should  be  used 
to  provide  improved  service. 

(2)  Maximum  power:  The  maximum  ef¬ 
fective  radiated  power  to  be  authorized  on 
the  respective  channels  is  set  forth  in  the 
following  table: 

Maximum  effective 
radiated  power  (in 
db  above  1  kw) 

Channels:  (ft.  ant.) 

2-6 . 20  db/500 

7-13 . 23  db/500 

14-83 . 23  db/500 

144.  No  one  has  objected  to  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  proposal  to  establish  only  one 
class  of  station  and  to  permit  any  station 
to  operate  on  any  channel,  consistent 
with  the  Rules  and  standards.  Some 
comments  have  been  received  with  re¬ 
spect  to  operation  with  lower  powers 
where  the  minimum  mileage  separations 
provided  for  in  the  Rules  cannot  be  met. 
These  comments  have  been  considered 
above  in  another  portion  of  this  Report 
and  the  requests  have  been  denied  for 
the  reasons  set  forth.  The  Commission 
Is,  therefore,  finalizing  Its  proposal  to 
to  have  only  one  class  of  station. 


145.  No  comments  were  received  with 
respect  to  the  Commission’s  proposal 
concerning  minimum  power.  Generally, 
we  believe  we  should  adhere  to  the  pro¬ 
posal  made  in  the  Third  Notice.  It  is 
a  fact,  however,  that  with  very  low  ef¬ 
fective  radiated  powders  the  service  areas 
of  television  stations  are  extremely 
limited-  Accordingly,  we  have  provided 
in  our  Rules  that  no  television  station 
shall  in  any  case  operate  with  less  than 
1  kw  effective  radiated  power.  As  so 
modified  the  proposal  in  the  Third  Notice 
with  respect  to  minimum  power  is 
adopted. 

146.  Several  comments  have  been  re¬ 
ceived  relating  to  the  Commission’s  pro¬ 
posal  with  respect  to  maximum  power 
for  television  stations.  Radio  Kentucky, 
Inc.,  and  Radio  Virginia,  Inc.,  both  op¬ 
pose  the  granting  of  further  power  in 
the  VHP  above  the  maximum  presently 
provided  for  in  the  Rules.  The  reason 
for  this  position  appears  to  be  a  desire 
not  to  increase  the  disparity  of  coverage 
between  the  VHP  and  UHP.  Havens  and 
Martin  opposes  this  proposal  to  limit 
power  and  subscribes  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  proposal  for  an  increase  in  exist¬ 
ing  power  limits  in  the  VHP.  A.  Earl 
Cullum’s  comment  refers  to  his  testimony 
relating  power  to  frequencies  in  order 
to  obtain 'Comparable  coverage.  The 
frequencies  involved  on  Channels  7 
through  13  are  approximately  three 
times  the  frequencies  involved  on  Chan¬ 
nels  2  through  6,  and  the  UHP  channels 
allocated  to  television  are  approximately 
three  times  the  frequencies  on  Channels 
7  through  13.  Cullum  contends  that  in 
both  of  those  cases  the  maximum  power 
for  the  higher  channels  should  be  three 
times  that  of  the  lower  channels  and  that 
putting  a  limit  of  200  kw  (23  dbk)  “  on 
the  power  to  be  used  on  Channels  7 
through  13,  and  14  through  83  is  unfair 
to  those  who  wish  to  use  these  channels 
in  competition  with  a.ssignments  made 
on  Channels  2  through  6.  James  C. 
McNary  filed  a  comment  in  w’hich  he 
stated  that  an  amplifier  tube  with  25 
kw  was  feasible  on  the  UHF.  Such  a 
tube  it  was  stated  would  provide  a  radi¬ 
ated  power  of  400  kw  (26  dbk) .  McNary, 
therefore,  recommends  that  provision  be 
made  for  the  use,  on  an  individual  basis, 
of  power  in  excess  of  23  dbk  on  Channels 
14  through  83.  Pacific  Video  Pioneers 
also  proposes  that  the  maximum  power 
limitation  of  23  dbk  (200  kw)  on  Chan¬ 
nels  14-83  be  liberalized  to  permit  single 
stations  to  increase  to  26  dbk  (400  kw) 
on  a  showing  that  objectionable  inter¬ 
ference  wdll  not  be  caused  to  other  as¬ 
signments  using  23  dbk  (200  kw)  at  500 
feet  and  to  permit  horizontal  increases 
in  power  by  two  or  more  stations.  On 
the  other  hand,  RCA-NBC,  and  Com¬ 
munications  Measurements  Laboratories, 
Inc.,  support  the  Commission’s  proposal. 

147.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  the  Grade  B  coverage  of  the 
television  channels  decreases  as  the  fre¬ 
quency  involved  increases.  Considering 
first  the  power  relationship  between 
Channels  2-6  and  Channels  7-13  the 
propagation  charts  in  the  record  estab¬ 
lish  that,  assuming  operation  at  500  feet 


*’  As  used  herein  “dbk”  signifies  power  la 
decibels  above  one  kilowatt. 
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and  the  maximum  powers  proposed  in 
the  Third  Notice,  the  Grade  A  service 
extends  to  33  miles  on  Channels  7-13  as 
compared  to  27  miles  on  Channels  2-6.** 
However,  in  the  case  of  Grade  B  service 
and  where  the  only  limiting  factor  is 
noise  the  service  on  Channels  2-6  ex¬ 
tends  57  miles  compared  to  50  miles  on 
Channels  7-13,  based  on  the  same  powers 
and  antenna  heights.  In  view  of  this 
disparity  with  respect  to  Grade  B  service 
there  was  considerable  testimony  in  the 
record  favoring  a  three-fold  differential 
in  power  between  Channels  2-6  and 
Channels  7-13  rather  than  the  powers 
proposed  by  the  Commission. 

148.  The  arguments  described  above 
are  somewhat  misleading  since  the  pre¬ 
diction  of  service  areas  is  made  in  all 
cases  on  the  basis  of  noise  limitations 
only.  Co-channel  operation  is,  however, 
a  substantial  factor  in  the  determination 
of  the  effects  of  permitting  an  increase  in 
power  such  as  is  requested  here  by  the^ 
parties.  For  example,  at  170  mile  sta-* 
tion  spacing,  with  maximum  power  as 
specified  under  the  Third  Notice  and  500 
feet  antenna  height,  the  Grade  B  service 
of  a  station  operating  on  Channels  2-6 
or  7-13  would  extend  41  miles  and  47.5 
miles,  respectively,  in  the  direction  of 
a  co-channel  station.  These  coverages 
are  related  to  the  station  separation  and 
would  be  unchanged  by  the  same  in¬ 
crease  in  .power  of  all  stations  on  the 
same  channel.  However,  in  other  direc¬ 
tions,  assuming  noise  as  the  only  limit¬ 
ing  factor,  such  stations  would  furnish 
Grade  B  service  as  far  as  57  miles  and 
50  miles,  respectively,  for  the  channels 
stated.  Similarly,  at  200  mile  spacing 
with  stations  on  the  same  channel 
operating  with  the  same  power  and  an¬ 
tenna  height,  the  Grade  B  service  of  a 
station  W'ould  extend  47  miles  and  50 
miles  for  Channels  2-6  and  Channels 
7-13,  respectively,  in  the  direction  of  a 
co-channel  station,  and  57  miles  and  50 
miles,  respectively,  in  other  directions. 
The  latter  distances  for  both  examples 
could  be  increased  by  an  increase  in 
power  of  all  stations  on  the  same  chan¬ 
nel.  Thus,  although  co-channel  opera¬ 
tion  will  be  determinative  of  Grade  B 
coverage  in  some  areas,  in  many  other 
areas  an  increase  in  power  for  stations 
operating  on  Channels  7-13  can  effec¬ 
tively  increase  the  Grade  B  service  range 
and  more  nearly  equalize  the  potential 
coverage  of  such  stations  with  those  op¬ 
erating  on  Channels  2-6.  Even  in  those 
areas  where  the  specified  grades  of  serv¬ 
ice  are  determined  by  mutual  station  in¬ 
terference,  the  use  of  higher  power  will 
improve  the  service  by  helping  to  over¬ 
come  other  types  of  interference,  such 
as  receiver  noise.  This  results  in  in¬ 
creased  coverage  efBciency  and  a  more 
effective  utilization  of  the  spectrum 
space  involved.  In  reviewing  the  com¬ 
ments  that  have  been  filed  and  the 
whole  record  in  this  proceeding,  the 
Commission  has,  therefore,  concluded 
that  an  additional  2  db  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  on  Channels  7-13  providing  for 
a  total  maximum  power  of  25  dbk  (316 
kw  ).  Where  noise  is  the  only  limiting 


•*  See  In  this  connection  our  discussion 
above  of  the  manner  of  prediction  of  service 
areas  and  Interference. 
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factor,  this  increase  will  add  approxi¬ 
mately  3  miles  to  both  the  Grade  A  and 
Grade  B  service  areas  of  Channels 
7-13.“ 

149.  Similar  considerations  are  in¬ 
volved  in  establishing  maximum  power 
limitations  in  the  UHF.  According  to 
the  median  field  strength  requirements. 
Channels  2-6  require  68  dbu  “  for  Grade 
A  service  and  the  UHF  channels  require 
74  dbu.  Since  both  the  low  VHF  and 
UHF  areas  are,  pursuant  to  this  Report 
to  be  computed  from  the  same  63  mega¬ 
cycle  curves  and  considering  noise  to  be 
the  only  limiting  factor,  it  is  obvious  that 
the  UHF  must  have  an  additional  6  db 
to  obtain  the  same  Grade  A  service  area. 
Likewise  the  median  field  strength  re¬ 
quired  for  Grade  B  service  is  47  dbu  and 
64  dbu  for  Channels  2-6  and  the  UHF 
respectively.  Hence  an  increase  of  17 
db  would  be  necessary  in  the  UHF  to 
equalize  the  Grade  B  service  areas  where 
noise  is  the  only  limiting  factor.  The 
same  considerations  which  impelled  the 
increase  in  the  maximum  power  on 
Channels  7-13  to  25  dbk  (316  kwO  impel 
an  increase  in  the  maximum  UHF  power 
to  30  dbk  (1,000  kw).  This  increase  will 
extend  the  Grade  A  and  Grade  B  service 
areas  of  stations  operating  with  500  feet 
antennas  to  32  miles  and  47  miles,  re¬ 
spectively,  where  noise  is  the  only  limit¬ 
ing  factor.  In  establishing  this  maxi¬ 
mum  power  for  the  UHF,  we  recognize 
that  these  powers  may  not  be  immedi¬ 
ately  attainable,  but  w’e  believe,  on  the 
basis  of  the  record,  that  provision  should 
be  made  for  such  an  increase  since  w'e  are 
confident  that  developments  in  the  art 
will  achieve  such  powers. 

150.  The  maximum  radiated  power 
permitted  under  the  Rules  adopted 
herein  is  tabulated  below: 


Effective 

Channels  radiated  power 

2-6 . .  20  dbk  (100  kw) 

7-13 . .  25  dbk  (316  kw) 

14-83 . .  30  dbk  (1000  kw) 


151.  In  making  these  increases  in 
power  we  recognize  that  not  all  stations 
in  all  communities  will  operate  with  such 
maximum  power.  Where  stations  oper¬ 
ate  with  such  maximum  power  the  re¬ 
sulting  added  coverage  of  the  stations 
will  almost  always  more  than  offset  the 
decreased  service  areas  of  other  stations 
affected.  We  have,  further,  by  reason 
of  the  mileage  separations  w’hich  we 
have  required  in  the  Rules,  provided  that 
where  such  powers  are  used  the  service 
area  Involved  will  not  be  unduly  reduced. 
Accordingly,  we  believe  that  the  provi¬ 
sions  with  respect  to  increased  power 
made  herein  are  required  in  the  public 
interest  in  order  to  provide  a  more  ef¬ 
fective  use  of  the  portion  of  the  spec¬ 
trum  devoted  to  television  broadcasting. 

152.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  stated  with  respect  to  antenna 
heights ; 


*®  We  believe  that  the  Radio  Kentucky  and 
Radio  Virginia  requests  must  be  denied. 
The  record  clearly  requires  us  to  raise  the 
existing  limits  on  power  in  the  VHP  in  order 
to  achieve  an  efiScient  use  of  the  spectrum. 

**As  used  herein  "dbu”  signifies  field 
strengths  in  decibels  above  one  microvolt  per 
meter. 
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Any  station  may  be  authorized  on  appro¬ 
priate  application  to  increase  Its  power  to 
the  maximum  set  forth  above  without  the 
necessity  of  a  hearing  so  far  as  Interference 
to  other  stations  Is  concerned.  The  use  of 
antenna  heights  greater  than  500  feet  above 
average  terrain  Is  encouraged  as  a  means  for 
improving  the  quality  of  service.  If  an  an¬ 
tenna  height  greater  than  500  feet  is  used, 
the  effective  radiated  power  shall  be  limited 
to  that  value  which  will  avoid  Interference 
within  the  Grade  A  service  radius  of  any 
other  station,  either  existing  or  provided 
for  in  the  table  of  assignments,  on  the  basis 
of  the  operation  of  such  station  with  the 
maximum  power  and  antenna  height  of  500 
feet  as  set  forth  above.  Where  antenna 
heights  of  less  than  500  feet  are  utilized,  the 
effective  radiated  power  shall  not  exceed  that 
listed  above. 

153.  Several  comments  have  been  filed 
with  respect  to  the  application  of  the 
proposal  in  the  Third  Notice  to  limit  in¬ 
creases  in  antenna  height  because  of  ad¬ 
jacent  channel  interference.  These 
comments  contend  that  the  Commission 
should  not  prevent  the  use  of  heights 
above  500  feet  because  of  interference 
that  might  be  caused  to  stations  operat¬ 
ing  on  adjacent  channels.  The  Ameri¬ 
can  Broadcasting  Company  "  points  out 
that  in  the  case  of  WJZ-TV  located  on 
the  Empire  State  Building,  the  power 
would  be  restricted  under  the  Third  No¬ 
tice  to  15.4  dbk  because  of  the  assign¬ 
ments  of  the  adjacent  channel  to  New 
Haven.  ABC  proposes  that  when  an¬ 
tenna  heights  above  500  feet  are  utilized 
the  limitation  on  power  shall  only  apply 
where  the  Grade  A  service  is  invaded  by 
the  co-channel  interference.  ABC  also 
points  out  what  appears  to  be  the  dis¬ 
continuity  existing  in  the  Commission’s 
proposal  between  antenna  heights  of  500 
feet  and  those  above  500  feet.  ABC  cites 
the  case  of  two  adjacent  channel  sta¬ 
tions  in  the  Channel  7-13  range  with 
transmitters  separated  by  60  miles.  Un¬ 
der  the  proposal  in  the  Third  Notice, 
both  stations  would  be  permitted  to  use 
powers  of  23  dbk  at  500  feet  antenna 
height  even  though  both  stations  would 
suffer  a  reduction  in  area  of  31  square 
miles  within  their  Grade  A  contours.  If, 
however,  one  of  the  stations  used,  for 
example,  an  antenna  height  of  505  feet 
through  choice  or  necessity,  application 
of  the  proposed  rule  would  result  in  re¬ 
duction  of  the  power  of  this  station  to 
approximately  19.5  dbk  and  the  service 
area  would  be  reduced  from  3,220  to  2,465 
square  miles,  a  loss  of  23  percent.  ABC 
contends  further  that  the  proposal  is 
inconsistent  with  other  Commission  pro¬ 
posals  which  encourage  high  antennas 
wherever  feasible  both  to  increase  serv¬ 
ice  and  reduce  interference.  It  also  con¬ 
tends  that  the  gain  in  service  area  by 
increasing  the  antenna  height  of  one  of 
the  stations  is  much  greater  than  the 
loss  of  service  area  to  the  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  station  which  has  not  changed  its 
height.  General  Teleradio,  Inc.,  took  a 
position  similar  to  that  of  ABC. 

154.  The  Allen  B.  DuMont  Labora¬ 
tories,  Inc.,  also  notes  the  alleged  dis¬ 
continuity  in  the  power/height  proposal 
and  suggests  that  the  rule  might  be 
amended  to  permit  both  the  affected 


The  situation  Involving  KECA-TV,  the 
ABC  station  in  Los  Angeles,  and  KFMB-TV, 
San  Diego  is  discussed  separately  below. 
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stations  to  agree  to  increase  power 
simultaneously.  A.  Earl  CuUum's  com¬ 
ments  that  the  proposed  power/height 
rule  is  a  good  general  allocation  principle 
provided  it  is  tested  by  co-channel  con¬ 
ditions.  If  the  propos^  rule  is  adopted, 
he  claims,  it  would  discourage  rather 
than  encourage  the  use  of  taller  anten¬ 
nas.  Cullum  further  states  that  the  rule 
would  place  an  arbitrary  requirement  in 
the  Rules  and  prevent  a  station  from 
providing  additional  service.  James  C. 
McNary  requests  that  the  adjacent 
channel  interference  considerations  for 
antennas  above  500  feet  on  certain 
channels  should  be  clarified.  Earle  C. 
Anthony,  Inc.,  recommends  that  —6  db  * 
rather  than  0  db  be  used  as  the  permis¬ 
sible  adjacent  channel  ratio.**  He  cites 
testimony  of  Thomas  Goldsmith  and 
William  Lodge  to  substantiate  a  —6  db 
ratio. 

155.  Although  several  •  parties  sub¬ 
scribed  to  the  Commission’s  Third  Notice 
in  toto  and  thus  by  implication  were  on 
record  as  favoring  the  adjacent  channel 
ratio  and  power-height  relationship, 
none  of  these  parties  singled  this  item 
out  for  specific  comment.  Elm  City 
Broadcasting  Corporation  (WNHC-TV), 
New  Haven.  Connecticut,  filed  comments 
opposing  the  comments  of  ABC,  Inc.,  and 
General’ Teleradio,  Inc.  The  comments 
of  WNHC-TV  are  based  on  its  partic¬ 
ular  situation  with  regard  to  possible 
adjacent  channel  Interference  from 
WJZ-TV  and  WOR-TV,  with  WNHC-TV 
operating  on  Channel  8,  It  is  contended 
that  it  would  be  unfair  to  limit  the  serv¬ 
ice  areas  of  stations  receiving  adjacent 
channel  interference  from  other  stations 
utilizing  particularly  high  antennas  be¬ 
yond  the  extent  contemplated  in  the 
Third  Notice. 

156.  The  record  clearly  supports  the 
use  of  greater  antenna  heights  where 
possible  to  achieve  maximum  channel 
utilization.  However,  the  existence  in 
some  cases  of  a  small  amount  of  adjacent 
channel  interference  would,  if  the  pro¬ 
posal  in  the  Third  Notice  is  adhered  to, 
prevent  the  accomplishment  of  the  very 
objective  which  is  sought.  In  fact  the 
parties  point  out  a  discontinuity  in  the 
heights  and  power,  which  would  exist 
under  the  Third  Notice  proposal.  The 
parties,  therefore,  proposed  to  remove 
this  limitation  and  would  provide  for  the 
acceptance  of  a  small  amount  of  adja¬ 
cent  channel  interference  over  and  above 
that  originally  contemplated.  The  rec¬ 
ord  shows  that  this  small  amount  of  in¬ 
terference  is  minor  when  compared  with 
the  accompanying  gain  in  service  and 
consequently  should  not  prevent  accept¬ 
ance  of  the  parties’  proposal,  particularly 
since  adjacent  channel  interference  is 
susceptible  to  treatment  by  technical 
expedients  and  at  the  most  results  in  a 
substitution  of  one  service  for  another 
in  so  far  as  the  listener  is  concerned. 

**A8  used  herein  adjacent  channel  Inter¬ 
ference  ratio  signifies  the  ratio  of  median 
desired  and  undeslred  field  strengths. 

•Lynchburg  Broadcasting  Corp.,  Lynch¬ 
burg,  Virginia;  KTTV,  Inc.,  Los  Angeles, 
California,  and  KMTR  Radio  Corp.,  Los 
Angeles.  California,  all  propose  an  adjacent 
channel  Interference  ratio  of  — 6  db. 


157.  Adjacent  channel  Interference 
has  not  been  a  severe  problem  in  the  past 
and  it  appears  that  it  is  not  costly  to 
provide  additional  adjacent  channel  se¬ 
lectivity  in  receivers  if  necessary.  We 
believe  the  record  supports  a  0  db  adja¬ 
cent  channel  interference  ratio.  On  this 
basis  the  rules  with  respect  to  adjacent 
channel  mileage  separations  will  not  un¬ 
duly  reduce  service  areas  of  individual 
stations. 

Accordingly,  we  have  deleted  from  the 
Rules  adopted  herein  any  provisions 
which  would  prevent  the  use  of  higher 
antennas  because  of  adjacent  channel 
interference  that  would  be  caused  to 
other  stations. 

158.  The  Commission  has  also  given 
further  consideration  to  the  use  of  an¬ 
tenna  heights  above  500  feet.  As  we  have 
pointed  out  the  record  clearly  supports 
a  policy  of  the  encouragement  of  in¬ 
creased  antenna  heights.  The  record 
contains  detailed  engineering  studies 
showing  that  increased  antenna  heights 
are  much  more  advantageous  than  in¬ 
creased  power.  It  is  shown  that  the  ratio 
of  service  area  gained  to  service  area  lost 
by  other  stations  increases  with  antenna 
height.  It  has  also  been  shown  that  a 
given  increase  in  radiated  power  is  more 
effective  with  higher  antenna  heights 
than  it  is  with  an  antenna  height  of  200- 
500  feet.  When  two  stations  are  operat¬ 
ing  co-channel  and  one  station  is  allowed 
to  increase  its  antenna  height  greatly 
In  excess  of  the  other,  the  increase  in 
area  covered  by  the  first  station  will 
greatly  exceed  the  loss  in  service  to  the 
second  station.  If  the  two  stations  do 
not  change  antenna  heights,  but  the  first 
station  increases  power,  the  area  gained 
by  that  station  is  still  greater  than  that 
lost  by  the  second  station  but  the  effect 
is  not  as  pronounced  as  is  the  case  W'here 
the  antenna  height  is  increased.  Again 
it  should  be  emphasized  that  in  all  cases 
the  service  areas  are  not  unduly  reduced 
when  the  minimum  spacings  are  main¬ 
tained. 

159.  Accordingly,  in  order  to  achieve  a 
more  efficient  utilization  of  each  televi¬ 
sion  channel  we  are  modifying  the  provi¬ 
sions  with  respect  to  the  use  of  antennas 
over  500  feet  to  specify  that  in  Zones  II 
and  III  where  wider  station  separations 
have  been  maintained  in  the  table,**  an¬ 
tennas  will  be  authorized  in  the  VHF  up 
to  heights  of  2,000  feet,  W'ith  maximum 
power,  without  regard  to  co-channel  in¬ 
terference  that  will  be  caused'  by  such 
operation  with  the  greater  antenna 
height.  In  Zone  1“  we  have  provided 
that  VHP  stations  may  use  antennas  up 
to  a  height  of  1,000  feet,  with  maximum 
power.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  station 
separations  in  this  zone  are  lower  than  in 
Zones  II  and  III,  and  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  cities  in  Zone  I  are  more  closely 
located  than  cities  in  Zones  11  and  III, 
until  a  larger  body  of  data  is  available 
with  respect  to  operation  with  antenna 
heights  over  1,000  feet  with  higher  pow¬ 
ers,  we  are  unable  to  permit  operation 
with  such  powers  at  heights  over  1,000 
feet.  The  rules  we  have  adopted  with 

**  For  a  description  of  Zones  n  and  HI,  sea 
pars.  117-126  above. 

For  a  description  of  Zone  I  see  pars.  117- 
126  above. 


respect  to  antenna  heights  in  the  VHP 
constitute  no  substantive  modification  of 
the  proposal  in  the  Third  Notice,  sta¬ 
tions  in  the  VHP,  under  the  Third  Notice 
proposal,  would  have  been  entitled  to 
operate  with  antenna  heights  of  2,000 
feet  since  at  those  heights  there  would 
be  no  interference  to  Grade  A  service  to 
co-channel  stations,  assuming  co-chan¬ 
nel  operation  at  maximum  power  and  an 
antenna  height  of  500  feet  (as  was  done 
in  the  Third  Notice). 

160.  In  the  UHP  we  have  provided  in 
our  rules  that  stations  may  operate  at 
full  power  in  all  zones,  with  antennas  up 
to  a  height  of  2,000  feet,  without  regard 
to  co-channel  interference  that  will  be 
caused  by  such  operation  with  the 
greater  antenna  height.  We  have  pro¬ 
vided  no  special  rule  with  respect  to 
Zone  I  in  view  of  the  fact  that  UHF  sta¬ 
tions  will  not  be  able  to  operate  with 
maximum  effective  radiated  power  for 
some  time  to  come.  We  recognize  that, 
in  the  UHP,  loss  of  Grade  A  service  of 
a  co-channel  station  operating  with 
maximum  power  (30  dbk)  and  an  an¬ 
tenna  height  of  500  feet  would  be  caused 
by  another  station  operating  on  the 
same  channel  with  2,000  feet  and  one 
megawatt  power  where  the  co-channel 
separation  was  less  than  183  miles.  We 
feel,  however,  that  any  loss  of  Grade  A 
service  that  is  caused  by  operation  with 
such  greater  antenna  heights  and  maxi¬ 
mum  power  should  be  permitted  in  view 
of  the  added  service  gained. 

161.  Our  choice  of  a  2,000  foot  an¬ 
tenna  height  limit  is  based,  mainly,  on 
the  fact  that  the  propagation  data  in 
the  record  at  heights  over  2,000  feet  is 
extrapolated  from  data  obtained  under 
2,000  feet.  Moreover,  relatively  few 
stations  are  now  or  w'ill  in  the  near  fu¬ 
ture  be  operating  at  heights  over  2,000 
feet,  and  these  are  primarily  in  areas 
where  greater  co-channel  separation  has 
been  maintained.  Where  the  height  is 
above  the  2,000  foot  maximum  we  have 
provided  a  chart  in  the  Rules  which  per¬ 
mits  operation  with  less  than  maximum 
power  but  w'hich  nevertheless  gains  seme 
of  the  benefits  afforded  by  sites  over  2,000 
feet.  We  encourage  interested  indi¬ 
viduals  and  licensees  to  conduct  propa¬ 
gation  tests  to  determine  the  effect  of 
operation  with  high  powers  and  antenna 
heights  over  2,000  feet.  When  such  data 
becomes  available  the  Commission  will 
consider  appropriate  changes  in  the 
chart  established  for  the  determination 
of  power  where  antenna  heights  over 
2,000  feet  are  used. 

162.  In  Zone  I  where  the  greatest  per¬ 
missible  VHF  antenna  height  with  maxi¬ 
mum  power  is  1,000  feet,  higher  antenna 
heights  will  be  permitted  but  only  with 
appropriate  reductions  in  power.  A 
chart  has  been  included  in  the  Rules  to 
make  possible  the  determination  of  the 
power  that  W’ill  be  permitted  at  any 
antenna  height  over  1,000  feet.  It  will 
be  noted  that  we  have  maintained  the 
power  ratio  of  3.16  to  1  between  powers 
to  be  employed  on  Channels  2-6  and 
7-13. 

163.  There  remains  for  consideration 
the  comment  of  the  American  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  which  requests  th;n 
KECA-TV,  owned  and  operated  by  ABC 
on  Channel  7  in  Los  Angeles,  be  per- 
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mitted  to  operate  with  maximum  power 
on  top  of  Mount  Wilson.  ABC  requests 
that  the  Commission’s  Rules  authorize 
operation  with  maximum  power  even  at 
heights  such  as  that  on  top  of  Mount 
Wilson.  If  such  operation  is  not  per¬ 
mitted  as  a  matter  of  general  rule,  ABC 
requests  that  an  exception  be  made  in 
the  case  of  KECA-TV.  Opposition  to 
this  request  has  been  filed  by  the  Ken¬ 
nedy  Broadcasting  Company  which  owns 
and  operates  KEMB-IW  on  Channel  8  in 
San  Diego,  California.  KFMB-TV  is  lo¬ 
cated  106  miles  from  KECA-TV.  KECA- 
TV  has  an  antenna  height  of  3,040  feet 
above  average  terrain  and  an  antenna 
height  of  4,987  feet  in  the  direction  of 
KFMB-'TV.  The  basis  of  Kennedy’s  op¬ 
position  is  that  operation  at  maximum 
power  on  top  of  Mount  Wilson  will  cause 
excessive  interference  to  operation  of 
KFMB-TV,  especially  in  view  of  what  is 
alleged  to  be  unusual  propagation  char¬ 
acteristics  prevalent  in  that  area  by  way 
of  the  troposphere. 

164.  We  have  above  decided  that  VHP 
stations  in  Zones  II  and  III  will  have  a 
right  to  operate  with  maximum  power 
with  antenna  heights  up  to  2,000  feet 
above  average  terrain  and  that  at 
heights  above  2,000  feet,  a  special  chart 
shall  be  used  to  determine  maximum 
power.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  KECA- 
TV  would  be  permitted  to  operate  with 
the  maximum  power  of  21.9  dbk  (155 
kw)  at  its  present  location  on  Mount 
Wilson.  No  special  circumstances  are 
presented  which  would  warrant  a  spe¬ 
cial  rule  in  the  case  of  KECA-TV.  Nor 
do  we  believe  that  the  Commission 
should  adopt  any  special  rules  at  this 
time  to  afford  protection  against  adja¬ 
cent  channel  Interference  when  one  of 
the  stations  is  operating  with  an  an¬ 
tenna  height  over  2,000  feet  at  the  max¬ 
imum  powers  provided  for  in  the  spe¬ 
cial  chart.  With  particular  reference 
to  the  KECA-'TV,  KFMB-TV  situation, 
we  do  not  believe  that  KECA-'TV  oper¬ 
ating  with  the  maximum  power  per¬ 
mitted  will  cause  excessive  interference 
to  the  operation  of  KFMB-TV  in  San 
Diego.  At  a  later  time  when  more  ex¬ 
tensive  propagation  data  is  available 
with  respect  to  operation  jvith  higher 
powers  at  antenna  heights  over  2,000 
feet,  w’e  will  be  in  a  position  to  re-exam¬ 
ine  problems  of  a  general  nature  or 
relating  solely  to  specific  communities, 
that  are  created  by  adjacent  channel 
interference.  Such  examination  will  be 
made  in  the  light  of  further  data  which 
will  then  be  available  with  respect  to 
receiver  selectivity  characteristics, 

165.  In  establishing  Rules  with  respect 
to  power  and  antenna  height  we  have 
considered  the  effect  of  our  action  on  the 
development  of  the  UHF.  We  are  un¬ 
able  to  conclude  that  the  Rules  adopted 
herein  will  prevent  the  fullest  develop¬ 
ment  of  this  new  and  valuable  portion  of 
the  spectrum.  We  believe  that  under 
these  circumstances  it  is  clearly  in  the 
public  interest  to  make  the  most  efficient 
use  of  both  the  VHF  and  the  UHF  by 
providing  for  the  use  of  antennas  and 
powers  that  will  permit  the  listening 
public  to  receive  the  most  and  the  best 
service  possible. 


Adjacent  Channel  Separations 

166.  The  Third  Notice  of  Further 
Proposed  Rule  Making  stated  with  re¬ 
spect  to  adjacent  channel  separations: 

Adjacent  channel  separation.  Under  the 
present  television  standards,  objectionable 
adjacent  channel  Interference  results  when 
the  ratio  of  the  desired  to  the  undesired 
signal  falls  below  6  db.  The  Commission’s 
proposals  of  July  11, 1949  did  not  recommend 
any  change  In  this  ratio.  Considerable  data 
presented  to  the  Commission  indicate  that 
this  ratio  is  too  conservative  and  that  It 
could  be  0  db  or  —6  db.  In  general,  adjacent 
channel  Interference  has  not  been  of  a 
serious  nature  and  such  problems  as  do  exist 
can  be  solved  to  a  very  considerable  extent 
by  Improvements  in  receiver  design  which 
are  neither  difficult  nor  costly.  Experience 
has  shown  that  many  receivers  are  giving 
satisfactory  adjacent  channel  performance  In 
areas  where  interference  Is  predicted  under 
the  present  standards. 

The  Commission’s  proposals  of  July  11, 
1949,  provided  for  a  normal  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  separation  of  110  miles  In  the  VHF  band 
and  100  miles  In  the  UHF  band,  one-half  the 
distance  provided  for  the  normal  co-channel 
separations.  Since  adjacent  channel  Inter¬ 
ference  Is  so  readily  subject  to  being  con¬ 
trolled  by  adequate  design  and  production 
methods  by  manufacturers,  the  Commission 
believes  that  adjacent  channel  separations 
should  be  reduced,  thus  making  possible  a 
greater  number  of  assignments.  The  Com¬ 
mission  Is  of  the  opinion  that  these  separa¬ 
tions  should  be  based  upon  receiver  perform¬ 
ance  which  may  reasonably  be  expected  of 
manufacturers  and  not  on  the  characteristics 
of  the  poorer  receivers.  Separations  have 
been  based  on  the  assumption  of  receivers 
having  an  adjacent  channel  rejection  ratio 
of  —6  db.  Thus,  a  median  field  strength 
ratio  of  0  db  should  provide  service  from  one 
station  or  the  other  at  each  receiver  loca¬ 
tion  for  at  least  90  percent  of  the  time.  Irre¬ 
spective  of  signal  fading.  The  Table  of 
Assignments  has  been  based  upon  an  ad¬ 
jacent  channel  separation  between  cities  of 
70  miles  for  Channels  2-13  and  65  miles  for 
Channels  14-83.  The  separations  between 
transmitters  are  60  miles  for  Channels  2-13 
and  55  miles  for  Channels  14-83. 

167.  For  the  reasons  stated  above,  we 
have  deleted  from  the  Rules  adopted 
herein  any  limitation  on  the  use  of  an¬ 
tenna  heights  based  upon  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  Interference.  Under  these  circum¬ 
stances  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  we 
have  no  need  of  specifying  in  our  Rules 
a  definite  ratio  of  desired  to  undesired 
field  strengths  on  adjacent  channels. 
The  adjacent  channel  separations  pro¬ 
vided  for  herein  will  not  unduly  reduce 
the  service  area  of  individual  stations. 
We  have,  therefore,  eliminated  all  refer¬ 
ence  to  adjacent  channel  ratios  and  we 
have  provided  that  the  minimum  mile¬ 
age  se^iaration  requirements  should  alone 
govern  spacing  of  adjacent  channel  sta¬ 
tions. 

168.  The  Commission’s  Third  Notice 
stated  that  the  proposed  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  W’as  based  on  minimum  adjacent 
channel  separations  between  cities  of  70 
miles  for  Channels  2-13  and  65  miles  for 
Channels  14-83.  We  have  lowered  the 
minimum  co-channel  assignment  spac¬ 
ing  requirements  in  Zone  1  to  170  miles 
in  the  VHF  and  to  155  miles  in  the  UHF. 
We,  therefore,  believe  that  the  minimum 
adjacent  channel  assignment  spacing 
requirements  should  be  reduced  propor¬ 
tionately  to  60  miles  in  the  VHF  and  55 


miles  in  the  UHF.  Moreover,  we  do  not 
believe  it  necessary  to  impose  higher 
minimum  assignment  spacings  for  adja¬ 
cent  channel  operation  in  the  other 
Zones.  Excessive  tropospheric  propaga¬ 
tion  has  no  relation  to  adjacent  channel 
spacings  since  the  effects  of  such  prop¬ 
agation  are  felt  at  long  distances  from 
the  transmitter  rather  than  at  relatively 
close  distances.  Accordingly,  the  rea¬ 
sons  for  treating  Zone  III  differently 
from  the  rest  of  the  country  do  not  ob¬ 
tain  in  the  case  of  adjacent  channel 
spacings.  Further,  we  do  not  believe  we 
should  have  higher  adjacent  channel 
spacings  in  Zone  II  than  we  have  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  Zone  I.  As  we  h?.ve  point  :;l 
out,  high  minimum  assignment  spacings 
tend  to  decrease  the  number  of  assign¬ 
ments  that  may  be  made.  In  the  case 
of  co-channel  spacings  it  is  necessary  to 
establish  higher  minima  since  in  Zones 
II  and  III  people  in  the  rural  areas  tend 
to  rely  on  service  from  stations  relatively 
far  away.  But  in  the  case  of  adjacent 
channel  interference  the  listener  does 
not  suffer  unduly.  He  will  continue  to 
receive  one  of  the  two  potential  services. 
In  view  of  this  fact,  the  minimum  adja¬ 
cent  separations  may  be  the  same  for  the 
whole  country  and  the  following  minima 
have  been  established  ; 

VHF - • - 60  miles 

UHF . . . . . 55  miles 

Oscillator  Radiation 

169.  The  Third  Notice  of  Further  Pro¬ 
posed  Rule  Making  stated: 

Oscillator  radiation:  (a)  VHF,  The  Com¬ 
mission’s  proposed  Table  of  television  chan¬ 
nel  assignments  set  forth  in  Its  Notice  of 
Further  Proposed  Rule  Making,  Issued  on 
July  11,  1949,  did  not  take  Into  account  the 
effects  of  receiver  oscillator  radiation  on  as¬ 
signments  In  the  VHP  or  UHF  band.  Evi¬ 
dence  has  been  presented  to  the  Commission 
concerning  Interference  caused  to  receivers 
as  a  result  of  the  use  of  a  21  me  I.  F.  by  man¬ 
ufacturers  of  receiving  sets.  In  order  to 
avoid  such  Interference,  Radio-Television 
Manufacturers  Association  has  adopted  as 
standard  an  I.  P.  of  41.25  me  In  the  VHF  and 
UHF  bands.  No  oscillator  radiation  problems 
are  Involved  for  these  VHP  receivers  so  far 
as  television  stations  operating  In  the  VHP 
is  concerned.  Because  of  the  large  number 
of  television  receivers  now  In  use  employing 
the  21  me  I.  F,,  efforts  have  been  made  to 
minimize  such  Interference  without  reducing 
the  number  of  VHF  assignments  In  the  pro¬ 
posed  table. 

(b)  UHF.  There  was  general  agreement  at 
the  above  hearings  that  oscillator  radiation 
Is  likely  to  be  more  severe  In  the  UHF  band 
than  In  the  VHP  band,  due  to  the  difficulty  In 
suppressing  such  radiation  In  the  higher  fre¬ 
quencies.  Further,  because  of  the  wide  span 
of  the  UHF  band  It  Is  not  possible  to  place 
the  oscillator  outside  the  band  and  still  em¬ 
ploy  an  I.  F,  which  is  practical  In  the  present 
state  of  the  art. 

Evidence  was  offered  concerning  a  method 
of  dealing  with  the  oscillator  radiation  prob¬ 
lem  based  on  the  “fold  In’’  principle.  It  was 
proposed  to  divide  the  UHF  band  Into  four 
equal  parts;  to  employ  the  lower  and  upper 
quarters  for  most  assignments;  to  confine 
all  oscillator  radiation  within  the  two  center 
quarters;  and  to  employ  an  I.  P.  of  111  me. 
’The  Commission  believes  that  the  use  of 
an  I.  F.  of  111  me  In  television  receivers  is 
not  feasible  at  this  time.  Existing  tubes 
and  those  available  In  the  foreseeable  future 
will  not  permit  adequate  amplification  with 
a  reasonable  number  of  I.  F.  stages.  The  use 
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ot  the  proposed  I.  P.  will  reduce  adjacent 
channel  selectivity.  Further,  setting  up  one- 
half  of  the  UHF  band  as  a  repository  for 
oscillator  radiation  w’ould  provide  little  In¬ 
centive  for  receiver  manufacturers  to  reduce 
such  radiation.  Accordingly,  the  “fold  In” 
principle  has  not  been  adopted  in  preparing 
the  proposed  table. 

Although  the  Commission  expects  that 
continued  Improvements  may  eliminate  the 
problem  of  oscillator  radiation  in  the  future, 
it  does  not  appear  practicable  to  expect  such 
receivers  in  the  near  future.’*  Hence,  the 
UHF  table  has  taken  into  account  the  stand¬ 
ard  I.  F.  of  41.25  me  adopted  by  the  RTMA. 
Thus,  stations  in  the  UHF  which  are  7  chan¬ 
nels  apart  are  required  to  have  their  trans¬ 
mitters  separated  by  a  minimum  of  60  miles. 
Tills  separation  affords  substantially  the 
same  protection  as  does  the  co-channel  sep¬ 
aration  provided  for  above. 

’*  This  same  observation  is  also  applicable 
to  Intermodulation,  image  interference  and 
I.  F.  beat  problems  discussed  below. 

170.  Communications  Measurements 
Laboratories,  Inc.,  proponent  of  the 
fold-in  principle  described  above,  ob¬ 
jected  to  the  proposal  made  in  tiie  Third 
Notice.  In  its  objection,  CML  reiterates 
its  position  with  regard  to  the  “fold-in” 
principle.  Upon  full  consideration  of 
the  record  and  the  objections  of  CML, 
the  Commission  is  still  of  the  opinion 
that  the  view’s  of  CML  are  not  sufiB- 
ciently  substantiated,  either  theoreti¬ 
cally  or  by  test,  to  provide  assurance 
that  an  intermediate  frequency  in  the 
111  me.  range  is  currently  practical. 
For  this  reason  and  for  the  reasons  set 
out  in  the  Third  Notice,  it  is  concluded 
that  the  Table  of  UHF  Assignments 
should  not  be  based  on  the  “fold-in” 
principle.  It  is  concluded  further  that 
there  is  inadequate  evidence  to  support 
the  establishment  of  an  assignment 
table  on  the  basis  of  an  intermediate 
frequency  other  than  41.25  me.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  proposals  w’ith  respect  to  os¬ 
cillator  radiation  made  in  the  Third 
Notice  are  now  finalized  and  stations  in 
the  UHF  which  are  7  channels  apart  are 
required  to  be  separated  by  60  miles.  In 
view  of  the  nature  of  the  interference, 
different  spacings  are  not  necessary  in 
the  different  Zones  w’hich  have  been  es¬ 
tablished  in  connection  with  co-channel 
assignment  spacings.  A  similar  obser¬ 
vation  pertains  to  intermodulation, 
image  interference  and  I.  F.  beat  prob¬ 
lems  discussed  below." 

171.  The  separations  established  here¬ 
in  to  protect  against  oscillator  radiation 
are  based  on  the  principle  of  non-over¬ 
lapping  Grade  A  service  areas  of  stations 
7  channels  apart,  so  that  receivers 
within  the  Grade  A  service  area  of  one 
such  station  would  not  normally  be 
tuned  to  receive  service  from  the  other 
station  which  would  not  be  as  good  in 
quality.  Tliis  arrangement  reduces  the 
probability  of  local  oscillator  interfer¬ 
ence  w’ithin  the  Grade  A  areas  of  the 
respective  stations.  Since  this  protec¬ 
tion  is  not  absolute  and  is  confined  pri¬ 
marily  to  the  Grade  A  service  areas,  it 


**  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  sepa¬ 
ration  requirements  Imposed  to  protect 
against  oscillator  radiation,  intermodulation, 
images  and  I.  F.  beats  do  not  provide  for 
protection  against  Interference  of  the  above 
character  which  is  caused  by  radio  services 
operating  outside  the  television  band. 


remains  of  utmost  importance  that  con¬ 
tinuing  efforts  be  made  to  reduce  the 
magnitude  of  local  oscillator  radiation 
in  UHF  receivers.  It  should  also  be  em¬ 
phasized  that  the  success  of  separation 
requirements  which  recognize  oscillator 
radiation  and  spurious  responses  de¬ 
pends  on  general  industry  adherence  to 
the  basic  premises,  i.  e,,  use  of  the  stand¬ 
ard  I.  F.  of  41.25  me  and  fundamental 
oscillator  operation.  It  would  appear 
that  the  manufacturing  Industry  has  a 
direct  responsibility  to  the  set-purchas¬ 
ing  utiblic  to  avoid  the  harmful  conse¬ 
quences  of  deviation  from  this  protective 
standard.  It  would  be  unfortunate  if 
the  manufacturing  industry  or  an  ap¬ 
preciable  portion  thereof  were  to  use 
different  standards  without  adequate 
suppression  measures.  In  this  event, 
the  Commission  will  of  necessity  be 
faced  with  the  need  for  a  reexamination 
of  the  problem  to  determine  what  more 
effective  measures  may  be  necessary  to 
avoid  the  harmful  consequences  to  the 
public. 

Image  Interference 

172.  The  Third  Notice  of  Further  Pro¬ 
posed  Rule  Making  stated: 

Image  interference  {picture  and  sound). 
Image  Interference  bas  raised  no  problems 
In  the  VHF  band  since  a  signal  from  another 
television  station  removed  from  the  desired 
channel  by  twice  the  I.  F.  does  not  normally 
fall  in  another  television  channel.  In  the 
UHF  band,  however,  where  there  is  a  lar^e 
number  of  contiguous  channels,  image  in¬ 
terference  is  expected  to  present  Interference 
problems.  No  allowance  was  made  for  this 
factor  in  the  Commission’s  proposed  table  of 
July  11,  1949.  The  record  indicates  that 
Image  rejection  of  30  to  40  db  can  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  UHF  receivers  of  reasonably  good 
design  which  employ  a  41.25  I.  F.  'There  was 
general  agreement  that  image  Interference 
should  be  avoided  in  making  channel  as¬ 
signments.  Accordingly,  a  minimum  separa¬ 
tion  of  75  miles  is  provided  between  trans¬ 
mitters  where  UHF  stations  are  separated  by 
15  channels  to  provide  against  picture  image 
interference,  and  a  minimum  separation  of 
60  miles  between  transmitters  where  UHF 
stations  are  separated  by  14  channels  to  pro¬ 
vide  protection  against  sound  image  inter¬ 
ference.  This  separation  provides  substan¬ 
tially  the  same  protection  to  the  picture  of 
a  desired  station  as  does  the  co-channel 
separation  provided  for  above.  A  slightly 
smaller  separation  is  provided  for  in  the  case 
of  the  sound  image  than  the  picture  Image 
because  of  the  lesser  interfering  effect  of  the 
former. 

173.  There  were  no  oppositions  to  the 
Commission’s  proposal  in  this  regard, 
with  the  exception  of  Communications 
Measurements  Laboratories.  whose 
counterproposal  has  been  previously  dis¬ 
cussed  and  rejected.  Since  the  separa¬ 
tion  to  minimize  image  interference  is 
based  on  the  intermediate  frequency  of 
41,25  me  and  since  the  CML  comments 
on  image  interference  are  based  on  a  111 
me  I.  F.,  which  has  previously  been  re¬ 
jected,  the  CML  comment  with  respect 
to  image  interference  need  not  be  given 
further  consideration.  For  the  reasons 
set  out  above  the  proposal  with  respect 
to  image  interference  is  adopted  and  a 
minimum  spacing  of  75  miles  is  main¬ 
tained  between  UHF  stations  separated 
by  15  channels  to  provide  against  pic¬ 
ture  image  interference  and  a  mini¬ 
mum  separation  of  60  miles  is  main¬ 


tained  between  UHF  stations  separated 
by  14  channels  to  provide  against  sound 
image  interference. 

7.  F.  Beat 

174.  The  Third  Notice  of  Further 
Proposed  Rule  Making  stated: 

7.  F.  beat.  It  is  recognized  that  when 
two  stations  in  a  city  are  separated  by  an 
I.  F.  it  is  F>ossible  that  the  two  signals  will 
combine  to  provide  a  beat  signal  which  will 
be  picked  up  by  the  I.  F.  amplifier.  Where 
a  41.25  me  I.  F.  is  in  use,  such  signals  m;.y 
exist  in  channels  which  are  separated  by 
seven  or  eight  channels  from  the  desired 
station.  The  effect  is  similar  to  that  of 
Intermodulation.  As  Indicated  above  the 
seven  channel  separation  is  taken  care  of 
by  the  separation  which  is  used  to  avo  d 
oscillator  Interference.  Accordingly,  sta¬ 
tions  in  the  UHF  band  which  are  separated 
by  eight  channels  are  required  to  have  a 
minimum  separation  of  20  miles  between 
transmitters.  . 

There  were  no  oppositions  to  this  pro¬ 
posal.  For  the  reasons  set  out -above, 
the  proposal  w’ith  respect  to  I.  F.  beat  is 
adopted  and  UHF  stations  separated  by 
8  channels  are  required  to  be  separated 
by  20  miles. 

Intermodulation 

175.  The  Third  Notice  of  Further  Pro¬ 
posed  Rule  Making  stated: 

Intermodulation.  The  Commission’s  pro- 
posed  table  of  July  11,  1949,  did  not  take  into 
consideration  the  effects  of  Intermodulation. 
Although  Interference  resulting  from  inter- 
modulation  has  not  been  a  problem  in  the 
VHP  band,  it  is  generally  agreed  that  inter- 
modulation  is  likely  to  be  a  more  serious 
problem  in  the  UHF  band.  Various  arrange¬ 
ments  have  been  proposed  for  reducing  In- 
termodulation  such  as  a  staggered  arrange¬ 
ment  of  channels,  or  by  wide  frequency 
separation.  Testimony  in  the  record  indi¬ 
cates  that  a  three  or  four  channel  separation 
would  serve  an  adequate  protection  against 
intermodulation.  The  Commission  has  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  best  method  of  avoiding 
problems  of  Intermodulation  is  to  use  a 
normal  minimum  separation  of  six  chan¬ 
nels  in  a  city,  thus  allowing  for  a  desirable 
safety  factor.  ’There  is  general  agreement 
that  a  distance  separation  of  15  to  20  miles 
is  sufficient  to  provide  protection  against  In¬ 
termodulation  since  sufficiently  high  field 
intensities  from  two  to  more  stations  would 
not  normally  exist  at  any  point  between  sta¬ 
tions  so  separated.  Accordingly,  in  prepar¬ 
ing  the  UHF  assignments  in  the  attached 
table,  stations  closer  than  20  miles  have  not 
been  assigned  channels  less  than  six  channels 
apart. 

176.  With  regard  to  Intermodulation, 
DuMont  filed  a  comment  which  stated: 

The  Commission’s  finding  that  “the  best 
method  of  avoiding  problems  of  Intermodu- 
latlon  is  to  use  a  normal  separation  of  six 
channels  in  a  city,  thus  allowing  for  a  desir¬ 
able  safety  factor”  applicable  to  UHF  alloca¬ 
tion  would  appear  to  be  incorrect.  Inter- 
modulation  results  from  the  assignment  of 
three  stations  to  a  city  with  an  even  two- 
channel  Jump  between  stations  (Tr.  13449- 
13451).  For  example,  the  assignment  of 
Channels  14.  16.  and  18  to  the  same  city 
would  cause  Intermodulation,  but  14.  16  and 
19  would  not  result  in  Interference  (Tr. 
13449). 

Recommendation :  A  separation  of  20  miles 
between  channels  which  cause  intermodula- 
tlon  Interference  is  recommended.  The  re- 
strictlon  of  assignment  of  frequencies  less 
than  six  .channels  apart  which  do  not  cause 
Interference  should  be  eliminated  as  waste¬ 
ful  of  spectrum. 
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177.  DuMont  Is  in  error  in  confining 
its  consideration  of  intermodulation  to 
three  stations.  It  is  easily  shown,  from 
the  testimony  in  the  record,  that  third 
order  intermodulation  produced  by  the 
combination  of  only  two  signals  can  oc¬ 
cur  in  the  UHF  TV  band.  This  type  of 
intermodulation  produces  spurious  sig¬ 
nals  on  frequencies  (/i)  which  cai>  be 
computed  as  follows: 

lx  —  2/a  ~  tb 

where  fa  is  the  frequency  of  one  station 
and  /b  is  the  frequency  of  the  other  sta¬ 
tion.  This  formula  produces  two  values 
of  fz,  as  each  station  is  represented  by  fa 
and  /b,  respectively.  These  spurious  sig¬ 
nals  could  cause  harmful  interference  to 
reception  of  stations  even  outside  the  20 
miles  protection  separation. 

178.  DuMont  erroneously  confines  its 
consideration  of  intermodulation  to  sta¬ 
tions  assigned  with  a  “two-channel 
jump."  Although,  other  factors  being 
equal,  the  intensity  of  the  spurious  sig¬ 
nals  produced  by  intermodulation  tends 
to  decrease  as  the  frequency  separation 
between  stations  is  increased,  intermod¬ 
ulation  does  not  abruptly  disappear  at 
any  particular  value  of  frequency  separa¬ 
tion.  DuMont  therefore  errs  in  stating 
that  Channels  14.  16.  and  19.  assigned 
in  the  same  city,  would  not  result  in  in¬ 
terference.  As  is  shown  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  example,  the  sound  carrier  of  Chan¬ 
nel  16  and  the  picture  carrier  of  Channel 
14  can  produce  a  spurious  signal  due  to 
intermodulation  which  falls  within 
Channel  19  and  cause  interference. 
Similarly,  the  picture  carrier  of  Channel 
19  and  the  sound  carrier  of  Channel  16 
can  combine  to  produce  a  spurious  signal 
due  to  intermodulation  which  can  cause 
interference  to  Channel  14. 

Example.  Channel  14:  470-476  me;  Chan¬ 
nel  16:  482-488  mc;  Channel  19:  500-506  me. 
Let  the  sound  carrier  of  Channel  16,  487.75 
mc.  be  fa  and  the  picture  carrier  of  Channel 
14,  471.25  be  /j,.  Then  from  the  formula 
above  (/x“2/o-/j,) : 

/j-2(487.75) -471.25  =  504.25  me, 

which  falls  within  and  can  cause  Interference 
to  Channel  19. 

Similarly,  If  fa  be  the  sound  carrier  of 
Channel  16.  487.75  mc,  and  /i,  be  the  picture 
carrier  of  Channel  19,  501.25  mc, 

/j  =  2(487.75) -501.25  =  474.25  mc. 

which  falls  within  and  can  cause  interference 
to  Channel  14. 

It  is  also  apparent  from  the  foregoing 
example  that  it  is  necessary  to  take  into 
account  the  channel  spread  of  each 
spurious  signal  due  to  intermodulation. 
Each  third  order  intermodulation  com¬ 
bination  produced  by  television  signals 
having  a  6  mc  channel  width  results  in 
a  potential'  spurious  signal  covering  a 
channel  width  three  times  as  great,  or 
18  mc.  Thus,  when  stations  are  assigned 
Channels  14  and  16,  intermodulation 
produces  spurious  signals  on  Channels  17, 
18,  and  19 — not  merely  on  Channel  18 
as  assumed  by  DuMont. 

179.  Except  for  the  DuMont  com¬ 
ments,  there  W’as  no  opposition  to  the 
Commission’s  proposal  with  regard  to 
intermodulation.  In  view’  of  the  fore¬ 
going,  it  is  concluded  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  proposal  concerning  inter  modula¬ 
tion  should  not  be  changed  and  that 


UHP  stations  separated  by  less  than  six 
channels  should  be  separated  by  at  least 
20  miles. 

Multiple  Interference 

180,  The  Third  Notice  stated  with  re¬ 
spect  to  multiple  interference: 

In  preparing  the  Table  of  Assignments,  a 
study  was  made  of  several  cases  of  multiple 
Interference  involving  relatively  uniform  co¬ 
channel  station  separations  in  congested 
areas.  This  study  based  on  information  and 
data  presently  available.  Indicates  that  the 
grade  A  service  areas  obtained  with  the 
maximum  powers  as  specified  above  are  not 
Infringed  by  combined  Interference  from 
more  than  one  signal  when  nondlrectlonal 
receiving  antennas  are  assumed  to  be  used, 
^forcover.  If  receiving  antennas  are  assumed 
to  have  6  db  rejection  in  the  directions  of 
the  undeslred  stations,  the  multiple  Interfer¬ 
ence  under  these  conditions  Is  not  expected 
to  exceed  the  single  station  case  where  no 
receiving  antenna  directivity  Is  assumed. 
Thus,  It  appears  that  interference  from  more 
than  one  station  may  be  accounted  for 
satisfactorily  by  plotting  a  composite  inter¬ 
ference-limited  contour  on  the  basis  of  the 
most  severe  limitation  In  each  direction  due 
to  any  single  Interfering  station.  This  ap¬ 
proximation  appears  to  be  sufficiently  ac¬ 
curate  for  the  purpose  of  determining  station 
separations  and  power  limitations.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  It  Is  proposed  that  Interference  from 
each  station  will  be  determined  on  an  In¬ 
dividual  basis  and  that  calculation  of  the 
effects  of  multiple  Interference  will  not  be 
required. 

181,  No  objections  to  this  proposal 
have  been  received.  Accordingly,  the 
proposal  has  been  followed  in  this  pro¬ 
ceeding. 

Facilities  Spacing 

182,  We  have  above  discussed  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  assignment  spacing  re¬ 
quirements  and  facilities  spacing  re¬ 
quirements  and  have  also  described  the 
manner  in  which  such  spacings  will  be 
measured.  In  the  Third  Notice  it  was 
provided  that  minimum  facilities  spac¬ 
ings  would  be  10  miles  less  than  mini¬ 
mum  assignment  spacings.  A  number  of 
parties  “  have  objected  to  the  fact  that 
the  minimum  assignment  requirements 
proposed  in  the  Third  Notice  w  ere  higher 
than  the  minimum  facilities  spacings  re¬ 
quirements.  We  believe  upon  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  whole  record  and  comments 
in  this  proceeding  that  minimum  facili¬ 
ties  spacing  requirements  should  be  the 
same  as  minimum  assignment  spacing 
requirements.  The  reason  stated  in  the 
Third  Notice  for  low’er  minimum  facili¬ 
ties  spacings  was  to  provide  flexibility  in 
the  location  of  transmitters  and  in  order 
to  give  communities  within  15  miles  of  a 
city  an  opportunity  to  take  advantage 
of  the  15-mile  rule.  Upon  reconsidera¬ 
tion  of  this  matter  we  believe  that  the 
advantages  of  such  flexibility  are  more 
than  counter  balanced  by  the  inconsist¬ 
encies  which  w’ould  arise  from  having 
rules  under  which  minimum  facilities 
spacing  requirements  would  be  lower 
than  minimum  assignment  spacing  re¬ 
quirements.  For  under  such  rules,  a 
petitioner  seeking  an  assignment,  in  a 
rule  making  proceeding,  could  not  secure 
an  assignment  w’here  by  proper  measure¬ 
ment  to  an  existing  transmitter  the  pro¬ 
posal  satisfied  the  lower  facilities  spacing 


<^See  footnote  22  above. 


requirements  but  did  not  satisfy  the 
higher  assignment  spacing  requirements. 
Accordingly,  ifi  the  rules  adopted  herein 
we  have  made  all  minimum  facilities 
spacing  requirements  identical  with  min¬ 
imum  assignment  spacing  requirements. 

Oifset  Carrier 

183.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  stated  with  respect  to  offset  carrier: 

The  Commission’s  proposals  of  July  11, 
1949,  did  not  provide  for  the  use  of  offset 
carrier  operation  either  in  the  VHF  or  LHF 
band.  Testimony  presented  at  the  hearing 
on  the  General  Issues  in  the  proceedings 
herein  substantially  favored  offset  opera¬ 
tion  and  tests  have  indicated  that  such  op¬ 
eration  resulted  in  an  improvement  of 
approximately  17  db  over  nonoffset  carrier 
operation.  A  survey  conducted  by  the 
Joint  Technical  Advisory’  Committee  of  sta¬ 
tions  engaged  In  offset  carrier  operations 
indicates  practically  unanimous  support 
therefor.  Although  a  question  has  been 
raised  concerning  possible  frequency  sta¬ 
bility  of  transmitters  used  In  these  opera¬ 
tions.  It  appears  that  this  problem  Is  not 
serious  and  that  frequency  stability  can 
be  provided  which  will  Insure  adequate  and 
proper  offset  carrier  operations.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  Commission  has  concluded  that 
separations  should  be  based  upon  stations 
employing  offset  carrier  operation.  When 
these  rules  are  adopted  as  final,  the  Com¬ 
mission  will  specify  the  exact  frequency  to 
be  utilized  by  each  station  for  offset  car¬ 
rier  operation.  In  the  VHF  band,  stations 
will  be  offset  from  each  other  by  plus  or 
minus  10  kc  and  1  kc  tolerance  w’lll  be 
specified.  Similar  requirements  will  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  UHP  stations,  but  the  specific 
values  will  be  determined  at  a  later  date. 

184.  James  C.  McNary  has  filed  a  com¬ 
ment  which  states  the  following: 

The  operation  of  offset  carrier  transmit¬ 
ters  In  the  UHP  portion  of  the  spectrum.  In 
particular,  will  require  development  of  new 
frequency  control  apparatus,  and  will  prob¬ 
ably  require  continual  monitoring  of  this 
apparatus  from  a  central  frequency  stand¬ 
ard,  such  as  WWV,  to  maintain  satisfactory 
operation.  The  continual  monitoring  be- 
^  lieved  to  be  required  may  be  facilitated  by 
appropriate  choice  of  channel  frequencies. 
Por  example,  specifying  the  video  carrier 
frequency  to  be  an  Integral  multiple  of  1 
megacycle  may  assist  materially  In  simplify¬ 
ing  the  frequency  control  equipment.  If  the 
video  carrier  frequency  Is  so  specified,  the 
sound  carrier  frequency  and  the  frequencies 
defining  the  limits  of  the  channel  would  have 
to  be  shifted  from  what  would  otherwise  be 
their  normal  operation.  If  the  established 
channel  characteristics  are  to  be  maintained. 
The  recommendation  Is  therefore  respect¬ 
fully  made  that  the  specification  of  UHP 
channel  frequencies  be  deferred  until  after 
an  Informal  engineering  conference  to  de¬ 
termine  best  system  procedure.  No  specific 
page  or  exhibit  in  the  transcript  relates  to 
this  Item. 

185.  We  recognize  that  the  adoption  at 
this  time  of  the  Table  of  Assignments  on 
the  basis  that  all  channels  start  on  fre¬ 
quencies  with  integral  numbers  creates 
a  situation  whereby  the  video  carrier  of 
each  UHF,  as  well  as  each  VHF  channel, 
is  placed  on  a  fractional  number.  We 
feel,  however,  that  there  is  no  evidence 
in  the  record  to  support  Mr.  McNary’s 
position  that  it  is  more  difficult  to 
achieve  satisfactory  stability  of  monitor¬ 
ing  equipment  when  operating  with 
video  carriers  whose  frequencies  are 
fractional  numbers  than  when  the  fre¬ 
quencies  are  integral  numbers.  No 
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rvidence  was  received  in  the  record  on 
liiis  point  from  either  Mr.  McNary  or 
rny  other  per.'on.  Further,  exact  in- 
t  iral  frequency  operation  could  not  be 
conducted  in  the  majority  of  cases  in 
any  event  since  two  of  every  three  sta- 
t.cns  cpera.tins  with  olfsetHiarrier  would 
have  to  cp.  rate  on  frequencies  with 
fractional  numbers.  Despite  the  fact 
that  many  manufacturers  were  parties 
to  th''  proceeding,  Mr.  McNary’s  prob¬ 
lem  was  net  rai.  ed  at  all.  In  addition 
it  would  appear  that  Utile,  if  any,  addi- 
l.onal  equipment  is  required  to  main¬ 
tain  satisfactory  stability  of  monitor¬ 
ing  equipment  when  operating  with 
cuarter  megacycle  as  compared  with  in- 
t?cral  megacycle  steps.  Further,  the 
evidence  expressly  established  that 
equipment  will  be  available  for  opera¬ 
tion  with  oJset  carrier  in  the  UIIF. 
For  th  s  reason  we  are  finalizing  our  pro¬ 
posal  for  the  u.se  of  cilset  carrier  in  the 
UHF  without  further  proceedings. 

133.  With  the  exception  of  James  C. 
ric^Tcry’s  comments,  no  objections  were 
fi’ed  to  the  u"e  of  cfTset  carrier  as  pro¬ 
posed.  RCA-NEC  in  its  comment  has 
supported  the  Commission’s  proposal. 

lo7.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  set  specific  tolerances  for  the  u^^e  of 
offset  carrier  in  the  VKF  and  stated  that 
similar  requirements  will  be  applied  to 
UHF  stations.  The  Third  Notice,  how¬ 
ever,  did  not  provide  specific  values  in  the 
c.'  se  of  UHF  stations.  Upon  examination 
cf  the  record  we  have  determined  that 
the  tolerances  with  respect  to  the  use  of 
offset  carrier  should  be  the  same  both 
in  the  UIIF  and  VHF.  Accordingly,  in 
the  UIIF  band  stations  will  be  offset  from 
each  other  by  plus  or  minus  10  kc  and  1 
kc  tolerance  will  be  specified.  With  this 
addition  the  Commission’s  proposal  with 
respect  to  offs’et  carrier  operation  is  being 
finalized, 

188.  Inasmuch  as  a  considerable  pe¬ 
riod  of  time  will  be  required  to  work  out 
offset  frequenci'’s  for  the  assignment 
plan,  such  designations  are  not  being 
made  at  this  time  but  will  be  forthcom¬ 
ing  at  an  early  date.  The  licenses  cf  ex¬ 
isting  stations  will  be  modified  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  designations  that  will  be 
made  and  a  transition  period  will  be 
provided  for  in  w'hich  existing  stations 
may  commence  operation  with  offset  car¬ 
rier.  A  delay  w  ith  respect  to  the  e'^tab- 
lishment  of  specifications  should  have  no 
effect  on  applications  that  may  be  filed 
by  licensees  or  new  applicants  since  the 
exact  carrier  frequencies  for  any  par¬ 
ticular  channel  do  not  become  important 
until  shortly  before  commencement  of 
eperation  with  offset  carrier. 

Intermixture  of  VHF  and  UHF  Channels 

189.  In  the  Third  Notice,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  said  w  ith  respect  to  the  intermixture 
of  VHF  and  UHF  Channels: 

Tlie  Comrrlsslon’s  proposed  table  of  July 
11,  194;*.  W.1S  based  to  a  considerable  degree 
on  the  aa*-ignment  of  VHF  and  UHF  channels 
la  the  same  city.  During  the  hearing  in 
the  General  Issues,  It  w.^s  urged  by  some 
witnesses  that  the  eliuiiuatiou  of  intermix¬ 
ture  would  simplify  receiver  problems  and 
would  minimize  the  bro.adcasters’  competi¬ 
tive  prcblcms.  It  was  argued  that  Intcr- 
mi.''ture  w'ould  tend  to  deter  the  construction 
of  U‘  F  stations  and  that  until  a  large  num- 
Lti-  of  VIIF-UIIF  receivers  t.cre  dlstrlLUvCd, 


such  UHF  stations  as  were  constructed  would 
have  difficulty  In  surviving.  On  the  other 
hand,  many  witnesses  favored  Intermixture 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  impracticable  to 
evold  It;  that  UHF  stations  would  be  con¬ 
structed  in  cities  located  within  the  service 
areas  of  VHP  stations  and  television  viewers 
would  expect  their  sets  to  receive  both  sig¬ 
nals;  and  that  receiver  manufacturers  would 
be  obliged  to  build  combination  VHF-UHP 
receivers  for  such  areas. 

It  Is  reasonable  to  assfime  that  economic 
problems  will  be  faced  by  UHF  broadcasters 
In  areas  where  VHF  broadcasting  exists. 
Bimllar  problems  confronted  the  VHP  broad¬ 
casters  prior  to  Increased  receiver  distribu¬ 
tion  In  their  respective  areas.  It  is  reason¬ 
able  to  assume  that  if  the  entire  UHF  band 
is  allocated  for  regtilar  .television  broadcast¬ 
ing,  television  receivers  will  be  built  to  re¬ 
ceive  VHF  and  UHF  signals.  If  intermixture 
w’:re  avoided,  it  would  be  necessary  to  limit 
many  areas  to  one  or  two  VHF  stations  even 
though  UHF  assignments  were  available  for 
these  areas  and  additional  stations  could 
be  supported  financially.  Moreover,  VHP 
stations  are  capable  of  providing  a  greater 
coverage  than  UHF  stations.  Hence,  a  more 
extensive  te’evision  service  is  made  available 
where  seme  VHP  a.ssignments  are  made  in 
as  many  communities  as  possible  than  where 
only  VHP  assignments  are  made  in  some 
communities  and  only  UHF  ass’gnments  are 
made  In  other  communities.  The  Corimls- 
Eion  has  concluded  that  the  adoption  of  an 
rnsignment  table  based  on  non-intermixture 
constitutes  a  short-term  view  of  the  problem 
and  Is  inadvisable.  Accordingly,  the  pro¬ 
posed  ta’ole  attached  herein  has  Ucefi  pre¬ 
pared  on  the  basis  of  Intermixture  of  VHP 
and  UIIF  channels. 

190.  Pursuant  to  paragraph  12  cf  the 
Third  Notica  several  of  the  parties  o’oject 
to  or  raiee  questions  with  respect  to  the 
intermixture  of  VHF  and  UHF  channels 
in  individual  cities.  These  objections 
and  Questions  are  treated  in  the  city-by¬ 
city  portion  of  this  Report.  Mercer 
Breadcasting  Company,  Trenton,  New 
Jersey,  Lehigh  Valley  Television,  Inc.,  Al¬ 
lentown,  Pennsylvania,  Radio  Wisconsin, 
Inc.,  Madison.  Wiscon.sin,  and  Presque 
Isle  Breadcasting  Company,  Erie,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  filed  comments  in  which  they 
contend  that  the  intermix  lure  cf  UHF 
and  VHF  is  contrary  to  the  public  in¬ 
terest  because  they  are  not  and  may 
never  be  truly  competitive  services. 
Based  on  this  allegation,  these  parties 
propose  that  all  ccmmercial  television 
stations  should  be  assigned  to  the  UHF. 
This  proposal  has  been  considered  in 
another  portion  of  this  Report.  In  so  far 
as  the  comments  of  Mercef  and  Lehigh 
V'alley  relate  to  the  application  of  sec¬ 
tion  307  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act 
they  are  treated  below'  in  further  detail. 

191.  Dulvlont  La’ooratorics,  Inc.,  filed 
a  comment  which  objects  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  Commission  has  applied 
the  intermixture  principle  in  its  Aesign- 
ment  Table.  It  is  to  be  noted  in  this 
regard  that  DuMont's  own  alternative 
assignment  plan  went  very  far  in  accept¬ 
ing  intermixture  in  practice.  The  basis 
of  DuMont’s  objection  to  the  use  of  the 
intermixture  principle  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  As.s;gnment  Tabic  is  the  effect  that 
wide  dispersal  of  VHP  channels  has  on 
the  number  of  VHP  channels  available 
to  the  large  cities.  Accordingly,  Du¬ 
Mont’s  objection  to  the  application  of 
the  intermixture  principle  in  the  Com- 
mis^ien’s  assignment  plan  relates  basic¬ 
ally  to  niaitwi-s  that  have  been  considered 


above  in  connection  with  the  discussicn 
cf  the  DuMont  nationw’ide  assignment 
plan. 

192.  On  the  basi.s  of  the  comments 
that  have  been  received  pursuant  to 
paragraphs  11  and  12  of  the  Third  Notic'*, 
the  Commission  is  not  persuaded  that  it.s 
decision  w’ith  respect  to  intermixture 
of  VHF  and  UHF  channels  set  ovt  in 
the  Third  Notice  was  in  errer.  V/ilii 
particular  reference  to  the  comments  cf 
DuMont,  the  Commission  cannot  sul:- 
scri’oe  to  an  assignment  plan  which  in 
order  to  assign  4  VHP  channels  to  as 
many  large  cities  as  possible  disregard.s 
other  important  cbjectives.  Vie  have 
a’oove  censidered  the  merits  of  DiMon/s 
objections  to  the  basic  principles  under¬ 
lying  the  Commis.'-ien’s  assignment  pl'^n. 
Our  dismissal  of  these  objections  f  ve- 
close  the  adoption  cf  DuMont's  approach 
to  the  intermixture  problem.  > 

193.  Related  to  the  intermixtiire 
problem  are  objections  to  the  Comm’s- 
sion’s  preposed  table,  on  the  ground  th  .it 
it  did  not  provide  for  a  separate  and  di„- 
Unct  assignment  of  VHF  and  UHF  chan¬ 
nels.  Tliese  parties  **  contend  that  be¬ 
cause  of  distinctions  which  exist  between 
channels  in  the  VKF  and  UHF  band,  the 
Commission  Is  required  to  assign  VI!  F 
and  UUP  channels  separately,  i  i  erder 
to  satisfy  the  requirements  cf  section  337 
(b)  of  the  Communications  Act,  which 
provides: 

In  considering  applications  for  licenses, 
and  modifications  and  renewals  tltcrccf, 
when  and  in  so  far  as  there  Is  demand  for 
the  same,  the  Commission  shall  make  such 
distribution  of  licenses,  frequencies,  hou.s 
of  operation,  and  of  power  among  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  and  communities  as  to  provide 
a  fair,  efficient  and  cquit-ible  distribution  of 
radio  service  to  each  of  the  same. 

194.  At- the  outset  it  should  be  stated 
that  we  agree  with  the  contention  of  the 
parties  in  so  far  as  they  claim  that  the 
Commission  should  disperse  boih  VHP 
and  U.HF  widely  among  states  and  com¬ 
munities.  The  Assignment  Table  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice  and  the  As¬ 
signment  Table  adopted  herein  make  a 
wide  dispersal  of  both  VHF  and  UK? 
channels  among  the  states  and  commu¬ 
nities.  Vie  must,  however,  reject  the 
contention  cf  the  parties  that  section  307 
(b)  requires  the  Commission  to  treat 
VHP  channels  as  completely  diffci-nt 
from  UHF  channels  in  making  an  As¬ 
signment  Table.  We  think  it  clear  that 
the  fair,  efficient  and  equitable  distribu¬ 
tion  required  by  the  Communications 
Act  has  reference  to  over-all  distribution 
within  any  given  radio  service  and  not 
with  respect  to  every  type  of  station 
within  a  service.  Federal  Radio  Cem- 


**  These  parties  are:  Easton  Publishing  Co., 
licensee  of  FM  Station  \VB2X.  Easton,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  and,  on  a  share-time  basis  with 
Lehigh  Valley  Television  Inc.,  applicant  lor 
Channel  8  to  serve  the  Allentown-Eethle- 
hem-Easton  metropolitan  area;  Travelers 
Broadcasting  Service  Corp  ,  licensee  of  sta¬ 
tions  WTIC  and  WTIC-FM.  Hartford.  Conn.; 
and  Mercer  Brcadcastlr.g  Co.,  licensee  of  I 'I 
Station  WTCA,  Trenton,  N.  J.  Other  con¬ 
tentions  with  respect  to  the  illegality  of  this 
table  made  by  these  parties  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Commission’s  Cpinion  of  July 
13,  1951,  and  the  contentions  made  by  the 
parties  are  rejected  for  the  reasons  set  out 
In  that  opinion  (FCC  51-709). 
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mission  v.  Nelson  Brothers  Bond  and 
Mortgage  Company,  289  U.  S.  266,  at 
281.  In  the  case  of  television,  stations 
operating  in  the  UHP  and  VHP  bands, 
although  marked  by  distinguishing 
characteristics,  will  together  constitute 
an  integrated  television  service.  We  have 
concluded,  therefore,  that  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  act  can  best  be  met  by  an 
over-all  Table  of  Assignments,  which 
includes  within  its  scope  all  channels 
which  will  be  utilized  in  the  television 
service.** 

195.  In  arguing  that  section  307  (b)  of 
the  Communications  Act  requires  the 
Commission  to  make  separate  and  dis¬ 
tinct  assignments  of  VHP  and  UHP 
channels,  the  parties  lay  particular 
stress  on  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  in  Easton  Publishing  Company 
v.  Federal  Communications  Commission, 
85  U.  S.  App.  D.  C.  33,  175  P.  2d  344. 
They  contend  that  since  there  are  ad¬ 
mitted  differences  between  VHP  and 
UHP  television  facilities,  as  in  the  case 
of  FM  and  AM.  the  holding  in  the  Easton 
case  must  be  construed  as  requiring  the 
Commission  to  assign  the  VHP  and  UHP 
facilities  independently. 

196.  The  parties*  reliance  on  the 
Easton  decision  is  misplaced.  The 
Easton  decision  clearly  confirms  that  the 
Commission  is  not  bound  by  a  hard  and 
fast  rule  in  achieving  the  “fair,  efficient 
and  equitable  distribution  o'  radio  serv¬ 
ice’’  required  by  section  307  (b).  And 
the  Easton  case  emphasized  that  the 
Commission  must  decide,  in  the  light  of 
the  situation  before  it,  what  principles 
of  allocation  and  assignment  will  achieve 
the  prescribed  statutory  goal,  and  that 
Congress  has  conferred  broad  discretion 
on  the  Commission  to  reach  that  goal, 
so  long  as  its  discretion  is  exercised 
within  the  standards  imposed  by  the 
statute.  See  Federal  Communications 
Commission  v.  Pottsville  Broadcasting 
Co.,  309  U.  S.  134;  Ward  v.  Federal  Com¬ 
munications  Commission,  108  F.  2d  486, 
491.  Cf.  National  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  V.  United  States,  19  U.  S.  190,  224; 
Radio  Corporation  of  America  v.  United 
States.  341  U.  S.  412. 

197.  Because  television  is  in  a  stage 
of  early  development  and  the  additional 
consideration  that  the  limited  number 
of  VHP  channels  will  prevent  a  nation¬ 
wide  competitive  television  service  from 
developing  w’holly  within  the  VHP  band, 
we  are  convinced  that  the  UHP  band  will 
be  fully  utilized  and  that  UHP  stations 
will  eventually  compete  on  a  favorable 
basis  with  stations  in  the  VHP.  The 
UHP  is  not  faced,  as  was  FM,  with  a 
fully  matured  competing  service.  In 
many  cases  UHP  will  carry  the  complete 
burden  of  providing  television  service, 
while  in  other  areas  it  will  be  essential 
for  providing  competitive  service.  In 
view  of  these  circumstances,  we  are  con- 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  some  of  these 
parties  have  not  made  any  specific  proposal 
as  to  how  the  channel  assignments  proposed 
in  the  Third  Notice  should  be  modified. 
These  same  parties  have  not  appeared  In  the 
clty-by-city  portion  of  the  hearing  or  offered 
evidence  In  that  portion  of  the  proceeding. 
In  the  absence  of  a  specific  proposal  and  evi¬ 
dence  relating  t'l  reto  the  Commission  la 
not  able  to  afford  theai  any  specific  relief. 


vinced  that  stations  in  the  UHP  band 
will  constitute  an  integral  part  of  a 
single,  nation-wide  television  service. 

198.  With  respect  to  the  propagation 
characteristics  of  the  UHP  band,  as  com¬ 
pared  to  the  VHP,  w’e  believe  that  such 
differences  as  exist  will  prove  analogous 
to  those  formerly  existing  between  the 
higher  and  lower  portions  of  the  VHP 
television  band.**  We  are  persuaded  that 
the  differences  in  propagation  character¬ 
istics  w'ill  not  prevent  UHP  stations  from 
becoming  an  integral  part  of  a  single 
service, 

199.  It  is  alleged  that  equipment  for 
employing  higher  power  in  the  UHP  band 
is  not  available  and  that  it  is  not  known 
when  such  equipment  will  be  available. 
This  contention  is  not  supiJorted  by  the 
record.  There  is  evidence’  that  it  will 
be  possible  to  operate  stations  in  the 
UHP  band  with  400  kw  radiated  power 
by  the  time  that  authorizations  are  is¬ 
sued  for  such  stations.  Purther,  there 
is  no  reason  to  believe  that  American 
science  will  not  produce  the  equipment 
necessary  for  the  fullest  development  of 
the  UHP. 

200.  In  any  event,  it  is  clear  that  in 
formulating  an  assignment  table  which 
will  be  the  basis  for  the  over-all  develop¬ 
ment  of  television 'broadcasting  in  this 
country,  the  public  interest  requires  the 
Commission  to  take  a  long-range  view 
of  the  future  of  television.  Present 
equipment  *‘  and  economic  problems  may 
temporarily  handicap  operations  in  the 
new  UHP  band  and  place  certain  com¬ 
munities  at  a  disadvantage.  Such  im¬ 
mediate  considerations,  however,  cannot 
be  allow’ed  to  obscure  the  long-range 
goal  of  a  nationwide  competitive  tele¬ 
vision  service,  in  which  stations  in  both 
the  UHP  and  VHP  bands  will  constitute 
integral  parts.  We  find  that  one  over-all 
table  of  assignments  for  the  television 
service  is  best  calculated  to  achieve  that 
goal. 

Changes  in  the  Assignment  Table 

201.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  provided  that  with  certain  de¬ 
scribed  exceptions  no  application  for  a 
television  station  in  a  community  spec¬ 
ified  in  the  Commission’s  table  would  be 
accepted  for  filing  if  'said  application 
requested  a  channel  which  was  not  con¬ 
tained  in  the  table.  Persons  desiring  to 
apply  for  a  channel  not  specified  in  the 
table  would  first  be  required  to  secure  an 
amendment  thereof  through  appropri¬ 
ate  rule  making  proceedings.  Upon 
consideration  of  the  comments  and  evi¬ 
dence  before  it  the  Commission  has  de¬ 
cided  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest  to 
adhere  to  this  principle,**  see  Yankee 
Network,  Inc.,  12  FCC  751,  1043. 

<*See  the  Commission’s  decision  in  the 
Washington  television  case,  Bamberger 
Broadcasting  Service,  Inc.,  11  FCC  211. 

The  record  before  us  contains  abundant 
evidence  as  to  the  feasibility  of  adapting 
existing  receivers  or  building  new  ones  which 
will  be  capable  of  receiving  signals  on  all 
television  channels. 

The  exceptions  referred  to  in  the  Third 
Notice  deal  first  with  respect  to  applications 
which  may  be  made  for  Channels  66-83. 
The  principles  which  will  govern  the  use 
of  these  channels  have  been  discussed 
above.  The  other  exception  provided  that 


202.  We  find  that  the  rule  we  have 
adopted  is  necessary  to  the  proper  con¬ 
duct  of  our  business.  With  the  backlog 
of  applications  which  will  be  on  file  for 
a  period  of  time  to  come,  the  joinder  of 
petitions  to  amend  the  table  with  indi¬ 
vidual  applications  inconsistent  with 
the  table  would  make  unduly  complex, 
if  not  impossible,  the  determination  of 
Issues  presented  w’ith  respect  to  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  facilities  among  the  states 
and  cities.  As  we  have  described  above, 
the  current  demand  for  television  facil¬ 
ities  which  w’ould  present  conflicting 
applications  in  different  cities  and  com¬ 
munities  in  a  multitude  of  cases  can 
only  be  decided  efficiently  and  appropri¬ 
ately  in  a  rule  making  proceeding  such 
as  the  instant  one. 

203.  Moreover,  it  should  be  pointed  out 
that  similar  procedural  rules  are  in  ef¬ 
fect  not  only  in  the  AM  radio  service  but 
also  in  many  other  radio  services.  For 
example,  the  Commission  does  not  per¬ 
mit  persons  to  join  a  petition  to  change 
the  AM  rules  w’ith  respect  to  maximum 
power  or  the  classification  of  a  channel 
with  an  application  for  facilities  with 
more  than  the  maximum  permitted 
power  or  for  facilities  on  channels  on 
which  such  facilities  are  not  permitted 
to  operate  pursuant  to  the  Rules  or 
Standards.  See  FCC  v.  WJR,  The  Good¬ 
will  Station.  Inc.,  337  U.  S.  265,  272; 
Pittsburgh  Radio  Supply  House  v.  Fed¬ 
eral  Communications  Commission,  93  F. 
2d  303. 

204.  In  view'  of  the  foregoing,  w’e  find 
the  public  interest  requires  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  rule  providing  that  the 
Commission  will  not  accept  applications 
for  television  stations  if  the  channel  re¬ 
quested  is  not  specifically  provided  for 
in  the  Table  of  Assignments.** 

205.  The  Third  Notice  provided  that 
petitioners  proposing  changes  in  the 
table  would  be  required  to  show  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  the  changes  conformed  to 
the  priorities  listed  in  the  'Third  Notice. 
We  have  above  discussed  the  basic  prin¬ 
ciples  w’hich  have  been  adhered  to  in 
establishing  the  Table  of  Assignments, 
Upon  reconsideration,  we  have  decided 
to  omit  any  requirement  that  petitions 
for  changes  in  the  table  show  the  extent 
to  w'hich  the  changes  conform  to  specific 
priorities.  Each  request  for  a  change  in 
the  Rules  or  Table  will  merely  be  re- 

a  channel  assigned  to  a  community  In  the 
Table  of  Assignments  shall  be  available, 
without  the  necessity  of  rule  making  pro¬ 
ceedings,  to  any  other  community  located 
within  15  miles  of  the  assigned  community 
provided  minimum  separations  are  main¬ 
tained  and  there  is  no  assignment  In  the 
table  for  the  community  concerned.  We 
have  finalized  this  proposal. 

"WTAG,  Inc.,  Worcester,  Mass.,  has  pro¬ 
posed  that  amendments  to  the  Table  be  per¬ 
mitted  without  rule  making  to  make  a  chan¬ 
nel  assigned  In  the  Table  for  a  community 
available  to  another  community  which  has 
no  comparable  assignment  provided  the 
minimum  separations  are  maintained.  The 
proposal  Is  made  apparently  to  make  It  pos¬ 
sible  for  Worcester  to  receive  a  VHP  assign¬ 
ment.  The  counterproposal  of  WTAG,  Inc., 
seeking  such  an  assignment  for  Worcester 
In  this  proceeding  has  been  considered  In 
another  part  of  the  Report,  The  Instant  pro¬ 
posal  must  be  denied  since  It  Is  Inconsistent 
with  the  ba.slc  functions  and  purpose  of  tha 
Assignment  Table. 
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quired  to  set  out  with  clarity  the  reasons 
for  the  proposed  change. 

206.  Earle  C.  Anthony,  Inc.,  has  re¬ 
quested  that  petitions  requesting  changes 
in  the  Table  be  required  to  establish  that 
such  changes  comply  with  minimum  sep¬ 
arations  and  other  requirements  and 
that  the  proposed  assignment  would  pro¬ 
tect  the  Grade  A  service  of  assignments 
In  the  Table  based  either  on  the  maxi¬ 
mum  power  at  500  feet  for  such  assign¬ 
ments  or  the  actual  power  and  antenna 
height  employed  whichever  is  greater. 
Clearly,  petitions  for  changes  in  the 
Table  would  have  to  indicate  whether  or 
not  they  have  met  the  minimum  assign¬ 
ment  spacing  requirements  set  out  in  the 
Rules  and  if  they  do  not  they  would  have 
to  indicate  the  reasons  for  a  change  in 
these  requirements.  We  do  not,  how'- 
ever,  believe  that  the  Commission  should 
Impose  any  requirement  that  persons 
seeking  changes  in  the  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  shall  have  te  establish  that  the 
proposed  change  would  protect  the 
Grade  A  service  of  assignments  already 
made.  We  have  above  made  clear  that 
the  Commission  is  not  basing  the  Table 
cf  Assigmnents  on  any  theory  of  pro¬ 
tected  contours."  In  establishing  the 
Table  we  have  not  provided  for  any  pro¬ 
tection  to  specific  contours  of  existing 
stations  in  connection  with  the  grant  of 
Individual  applications.  We  have  de¬ 
termined  that  the  service  areas  of  tele¬ 
vision  stations  and  the  degree  of  protec¬ 
tion  from  interference  will  be  determined 
by  the  minimum  spacing  requirements 
established  herein. 

207.  The  Houston  Post  Company  has 
suggested  that  “in  proposing  changes  in 
the  Commission’s  Table  of  Assignments 
those  areas  which  receive  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  interference  should  be  given  the  same 
consideration  with  respect  to  protection 
from  co-channel  interference  as  though 
the  adjacent  channel  interference  did 
not  exist.”  This  proposal  must  be  re¬ 
jected  for  the  same  reason  set  out  above 
In  connection  with  the  disposition  of  the 
Earle  C.  Anthony  proposal.  Since  the 
Commission  has  recognized  no  pro¬ 
tected  contours,  it  cannot  include  in  its 
Rules  the  provisions  proposed  by  the 
Houston  Post  Company. 

2C8.  The  Tribune  Company  of  Tampa, 
Florida,  and  Capital  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  of  Nashville,  Tennessee,  have  both 
objected  to  the  requirement  that  changes 
In  the  table  be  preceded  by  rule  making. 
Both  of  these  parties  based  their  objec¬ 
tion  on  the  allegation  that  the  Assign¬ 
ment  Table  is  based  upon  fragmentary 
propagation  data  and  therefore  ought  to 
be  as  flexible  as  possible.  We  have  in 
another  part  of  this  report  considered 
the  nature  of  the  propagation  data  upon 
which  the  Assignment  Table  is  estab¬ 
lished.  We  recognize  the  extent  to  which 
additional  propagation  data  is  desirable. 
We  cannot  agree,  however,  that  persons 

•"  The  Third  Notice  did  propose  to  limit  the 
nntenna  heights  of  stations  based  on  protec¬ 
tion  of  Grade  A  service  of  other  stations 
operating  at  500  feet  with  maximum  power. 
We  have,  however,  herein  deleted  this  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  use  of  high  antenna  heights. 


should  be  permitted  to  join  petitions  for 
rule  making,  which  would  propose  in 
effect  to  change  the  propagation  curves, 
as  a  result  of  propagation  theory  or  data 
relating  to  specific  areas,  with  applica¬ 
tions  for  television  stations  in  those 
areas.  We  believe  the  public  interest 
requires  that  in  such  cases  the  parties  be 
required  to  seek  to  amend  the  rules  in 
appropriate  rule  making  proceedings  be¬ 
fore  the  Commission  accepts  for  filing 
applications  for  channels. 

Time  Limitations  on  Changes  in  the 
Assignment  Table 

209.  The  Third  Notice  of  Further  Pro¬ 
posed  Rule  Making  provided  that: 

Upon  adoption  In  the  Instant  proceedings 
of  the  Table  of  Assignments,  said  table  shall 
not  be  subject  to  amendment  on  petition  for 
a  period  of  one  year  from  the  effective  date 
of  the  Commission’s  final  order  amending 
said  table.  Upon  the  expiration  of  said  one 
year  period  the  Commission  will  consider 
petitions  filed  during  said  period  requesting 
changes  in  the  table. 

210.  The  provisions  that  the  Table  of 
Assignments  shall  not  be  subject  to 
amendment  on  petition  for  a  period  of 
cne  year  from  the  effective  date  of  the 
final  order  serves  a  two-fold  purpose. 
First,  it  will  permit  the  utilization  of  the 
Commission’s  limited  personnel  for  the 
consideration  and  processing  of  the  hun¬ 
dreds  of  applications  for  television  sta¬ 
tions  which  will  be  on  file  when 
processing  of  such  applications  com¬ 
mences,  Prompt  action  upon  these  ap¬ 
plications  is  clearly  necessary  and  desir¬ 
able  in  view  of  the  duration  of  this 
proceeding  since  1948  and  the  consequent 
freeze  on  the  establishment  of  new  sta¬ 
tions.  The  second  end  to  be  served  by 
this  provision  is  that  the  experience 

.gained  in  the  ensuing  year  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  and  processing  of  applications 
for  new  stations  will  be  extremely  valu¬ 
able  in  the  re-evaluation  and  reconsider¬ 
ation  of  the  Table  of  Assignments 
adopted  herein  and  in  the  disposition  of 
such  petitions  requesting  an  amendment 
of  the  table  as  will  be  considered  after 
this  period. 

211.  We  believe,  however,  that  .some 
exceptions  to  tljis  rule  are  appropriate. 
We  will,  during  the  one  year  period,  ac¬ 
cept  petitions  to  amend  the  table  where 
they  request  the  assignment  of  a  channel 
to  a  community  without  any  assignment 
in  the  table  and  not  eligible  for  an  as¬ 
signment  under  the  15-mile  rule,  the 
assignment  of  a  non-commercial  educa¬ 
tional  channel  in  any  community  to 
which  no  such  assignment  is  available 
under  the  table  or  where  they  request 
the  assignment  of  a  commercial  channel 
to  any  community  listed  in  the  table  to 
which  no  commercial  assignment  has 
been  made.  No  petition  will,  however, 
be  entertained  within  the  one  year  period 
where  the  petition  proposes  a  change  of 
any  channel,  whether  by  deletion,  addi¬ 
tion  or  substitution  or  where  the  mini¬ 
mum  assignment  separations  provided  in 
the  rules  would  not  be  met  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  assignment.  We  find  that  no  fur¬ 
ther  rules  concerning  time  limitations 


with  respect  to  amendment  of  the  table 
need  be  established  at  this  time. 

212.  Various  objections  have  been 
made  to  time  limitations  on  the  filing  of 
petitions  for  amendment  of  the  Table 
of  Assignments.  We  believe,  however, 
that  the  time  limitations  herein  adopted 
are  reasonable  exercise  of  the  authority 
given  to  the  Commission  by  section  4  (j) 
of  the  Communications  Act  to  “conduct 
its  proceedings  in  such  manner  as  will 
best  conduce  to  the  proper  dispatch  of 
business  and  to  the  ends  of  justice.” 
V/JR  V.  Federal  Communications  Com¬ 
mission,  337  U.  S.  265;  Pulitzer  Pub.  Co, 

V.  Federal  Communjeations  Commission, 
94  F.  2d  249;  Ward  v.  Federal  Communi¬ 
cations  Commission,  108  F.  2d  486: 
United  Detroit  Theatres  Corp.  v.  Federal 
Communications  Commi.ssion,  178  F.  2d 
700.  Compare  also  sections  1.363  (a) 
and  1.387  (b)  (3)  of  the  Commission’s 
rules  and  regulations. 

213.  The  Fort  Industry  Company  in  its 
comments  has  requested  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  review  any  educational  reserva¬ 
tions  made  in  the  Table  of  Assignments 
at  intervals  not  in  excess  of  six  months 
and  that  the  Commission  require  the 
filing  by  interested  educational  organiza¬ 
tions  of  information  concerning  their 
progress  in  establishing  non-commercial 
educational  stations  in  the  respective 
communities  in  which  reservations  have 
been  made.  As  we  pointed  out  earlier, 
the  need  for  reservation  of  channels  for 
educational  purposes  is  predicated  upon 
the  fact  that  educational  institutions 
require  more  time  than  commercial  in¬ 
terests  to  formulate  and  implement  plans 
and  proposals  for  the  establishment  of 
television  stations.  Accordingly,  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  educational  institutions 
within  six  months  of  the  final  decision 
and  at  six  month  intervals  thereafter 
report  their  progress  in  attempting  to 
establish  a  station  is  neither  desirable 
nor  necessary. 

214.  The  setting  aside  of  channels  for 
non-commercial  educational  use  is  pre-  * 
cisely  the  same  type  of  reservation  of 
channels  as  that  provided  by  the  assign¬ 
ment  table  for  commercial  stations  in 
the  various  communities,  and  the  two 
should  be  governed  by  the  same  rules. 
With  respect  to  changes  in  the  table  the 
Commission  has  provided  for  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Assignment  Table  by  ap- 
piopriate  rule  making  proceedings  in  the 
Rules  herein  adopted.  Such  proceedings 
will  be  required  for  changing  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  a  channel  from  one  community 
to  another  and  for  changing  the  status 
of  a  channel  reserved  for  non-commer¬ 
cial  educational  stations  to  a  channel 
ava'ilable  for  commercial  applicants." 

*'  Before  a  non-commercial  educational 
station  operating  on  a  channel  reserved  for 
non-commercial  use  may  apply  for  a  license 
to  permit  It  to  operate  commercially,  it 
would  by  appropriate  rule  making  proceed¬ 
ings  be  required  to  petition  for  a  change  in 
the  character  of  the  channel  assignment 
Involved.  It  will  then  have  to  file  an  appli¬ 
cation  for  a  new  license.  In  competition  with 
any  others  who  may  seek  the  channel. 
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DIRECTIONAL  ANTENNAS 

215.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  said  with  respect  to  Directional 
Antennas:  “ 

There  are  two  aspects  to  the  questions 
which  have  been  raised  concerning  the  use 
of  directional  antennas.  In  the  first  place 
the  Commission’s  rules,  regulations  and 
standards  do  not  prohibit  the  use  of  direc¬ 
tional  antennas  as  such.  If  a  channel  is 
available  in  any  particular  community  in 
the  Commission’s  table,  a  directional  an¬ 
tenna  may  be  authorized  upon  an  appro¬ 
priate  showing.  Such  authorizations  have 
been  granted  in  the  past.  It  should  be 
pointed  out,  however,  that  at  the  time  of 
such  grant,  a  channel  was  available  in  the 
existing  Assignment  Table.  The  second  as¬ 
pect  to  the  problem  concerning  directional 
antennas  arises  when  a  request  is  made  that 
another  channel  be  added  in  a  community 
by  means  of  a  directional  antenna.  This 
situation  differs  from  the  first  one  because 
In  this  instance  no  channel  assignment  is 
possible  unless  a  directional  antenna  is  em¬ 
ployed,  that  is,  the  use  of  a  directional  an¬ 
tenna  is  compulsory  as  a  matter  of  channel 
assignment.  This  question  was  considered 
by  the  Commission  in  1945  when  the  first 
Assignment  Table  was  adopted.  At  that 
time  the  use  of  directional  antennas  as  a 
basis  for  making  assignments  in  the  table 
was  rejected  by  the  Commission  when  a  pro¬ 
posal  to  that  effect  was  offered  by  the  Tele¬ 
vision  Broadcasters  Association.  In  its  re¬ 
port  of  November  21,  1945,  the  Commission 
stated,  among  other  things: 

"An  examination  of  the  T.  B.  A.  proposal 
reveals  that  there  are  several  disadvantages 
in  attempting  to  accomplish  this  objective 
by  the  use  of  directional  antennas.  In  the 
first  place,  the  Commission  desires  to  avoid 
as  much  as  possible  the  resort  to  directional 
antennas  for  television.  With  the  great  in¬ 
crease  in  civil  aviation  as  a  result  of  the  war, 
it  is  going  to  be  increasingly  difficult  to  find 
suitable  antenna  sites  that  do  not  constitute 
a  hazard  to  air  navigation.  If  directional 
antennas  are  used,  there  is  much  less  flexi¬ 
bility  in  choosing  antenna  sites,  thus  in¬ 
creasing  the  possibility  of  conflict  with  air 
navigation  requirements.  Moreover,  direc¬ 
tional  antennas  will  have  to  be  located  away 
from  cities  with  the  result  that  problems 
of  shadows  and  multi-path  distortion  in 
rendering  service  to  cities  will  be  much 
greater  than  where  the  antenna  is  located  in 
the  city  Itself — in  most  Instances  antennas 
can  be  located  in  the  city  itself  where  no 
directional  antenna  is  required. 

“In  the  second  place,  the  directional  an¬ 
tenna  patterns  proposed  by  T.  B.  A.  result 
In  many  instances  in  highly  artificial  service 
areas  with  a  good  part  of  the  station’s  signal 
strength  being  directed  out  to  sea.  More¬ 
over,  the  service  area  of  the  stations  using 
directional  antennas  would  be  no  larger  than 
that  of  a  community  station  but  such  sta¬ 
tions  would  be  as  expensive  to  construct  and 
operate  as  metropolitan  •  tatlons.” 

The  Commission’s  proposed  table  of  July 
11,  1949,  made  no  provision  for  the  use  of 

"In  the  Third  Notice  a  directional  an¬ 
tenna  was  defined  as  one  having  3  db  or 
more  difference  in  effective  radiated  power 
In  the  azimuthal  directions  of  minimum  and 
maximum  radiation.  Upon  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  matter  the  Commission  has 
determined  that,  pending  the  acquisition  of 
additional  data  on  the  subject,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  will  consider  television  antennas  de¬ 
signed  to  have  a  nominally  circular  azimu¬ 
thal  radiation  pattern  to  be  nondlrectlonal 
Unless  the  pattern  is  deliberately  altered  to 
produce  a  noncircular  radiation  pattern.  An¬ 
tennas  designed  or  altered  to  have  a  non- 
circular  radiation  pattern  will  be  considered 
directional  antennas. 

No.  87— Pt.  II - 4 


directional  antennas  except  with  respect  to 
two  existing  stations.  It  was  pointed  out, 
however,  that  directional  transmitting  an¬ 
tennas  may  be  useful  in  certain  situations  ia 
order  that  a  particular  site  may  be  utilized 
or  over-all  service  Improved.  It  was  then 
concluded  that  directional  transmitting  an¬ 
tennas  would  be  permitted  in  appropriate 
cases  for  use  on  channels  contained  in  the 
Assignment  Table,  provided  that  this  did  not 
excuse  compliance  with  the  service  area  re¬ 
quirements  or  permit  reduction  of  basio 
service  areas.  It  was  also  Indicated  that  nulls 
greater  than  —10  db  (compared  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  value  of  radiation)  may  not  be  practi¬ 
cable  because  of  reflections.  During  the 
hearings  on  the  general  Issues,  limited  testi¬ 
mony  was  presented  generally  favoring  the 
use  of  directional  antennas  principally  for 
the  purjxjse  of  improving  service  rather  than 
reducing  station  separations.  Some  testi¬ 
mony  was  offered  in  favor  of  the  use  of  di¬ 
rectional  antennas  with  nulls  greater  than 
-15  db. 

’The  Commission  Is  not  satisfied  that  In 
the  present  state  of  the  art,  directional  an¬ 
tennas  are  practicable  with  nulls  greater 
than  —10  db;  the  policy  set  forth  in  the 
Notice  of  July  11,  1949,  is  adhered  to.  If 
future  available  data  Indicate  that  the  per¬ 
formance  of  directional  transmitting  an¬ 
tennas  can  be  properly  predicted,  particu¬ 
larly  in  areas  where  reflections  occur,  their 
use  of  Interference  protection  can  be  given 
further  consideration. 

As  Indicated,  directional  antennas  may  be 
employed  for  improving  service  or  for  the 
purpose  of  using  a  particular  site;  they  may 
not  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the 
minimum  station  separations  set  forth  in 
paragraphs  II  E  and  G.  Where  a  directional 
antenna  is  proposed,  the  effective  radiated 
power  in  any  direction  shall  be  contained 
In  the  range  permitted  in  paragraphs  II  D 
(1)  and  (2),  provided  that  the  difference 
between  maximum  and  minimum  radiation 
shall  not  exceed  10  db. 

216.  The  Pennsylvania  Broadcasting 
Company  objects  to  the  above  proposal 
because  it  prevents  the  assignment  of 
Channel  12  to  Philadelphia.  They  re¬ 
quest  that  an  exception  be  made  in  this 
one  instance  to  permit  the  utilization 
of  a  directional  antenna  at  Lancaster 
with  a  maximum  suppression  in  excess 
of  10  db,  thus  providing  protection  to 
New  York  and  Washington  on  Channel 
4  and  releasing  Channel  12  for  assign¬ 
ment  to  Philadelphia.  In  support  of  the 
Philadelphia  Broadcasting  Company’s 
proposal.  E.  C.  Page  filed  an  engineering 
statement  proposing  that  in  general  di¬ 
rectional  antennas  should  be  allowed  in 
congested  areas  where  by  their  use  addi¬ 
tional  VHP  channels  could  be  assigned. 
The  Easton  Publishing  Company  also 
objects  to  the  proposal.  They  cite  pre¬ 
vious  testimony  in  the  record  to  support 
a  conclusion  that  a  maximum  suppres¬ 
sion  in  excess  of  10  db  was  feasible  and 
that  directional  antennas  were  practical 
for  interference  protection.  Radio  Ken¬ 
tucky  Inc.  objects  to  the  restrictions 
imposed  on  the  use  of  VHP  directional 
antennas  because  it  restricts  the  use  of 
the  VHP.  A  Earl  Cullum,  Jr.,  states 
that  previous  testimony  has  proved  that 
a  10  db  suppression  limitation  is  unreal¬ 
istic  and  will  stifle  development  of  di¬ 
rectional  antennas.  He  contends  that 
there  is  no  reason  why  basic  antenna 
patterns  should  be  prohibited  regardless 
of  maximum-to-minimum  suppression 
ratio.  The  Travelers  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  advocates  changing  the  Commis¬ 


sion’s  proposal  to  authorize  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  television  channels  based  upon 
the  use  of  directional  antennas  in  cities 
where  the  public  interest,  convenience 
and  necessity  will  be  served  by  the 
utilization  of  directional  antennas.  In 
a  supporting  engineering  statement  A.  D. 
Ring  &  Company  showed  how  a  VHP 
channel  could  be  assigned  to  Hartford 
utilizing  a  suppression  ratio  of  only  2 
db  at  Montpelier  which  is  172  miles 
from  Hartford. 

217.  These  comments  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  proposal  and  the  evidence  in  these 
proceedings  raise  the  following  ques¬ 
tions:  (1)  Can  directional  antennas  be 
constructed  with  suppression  ratios 
greater  than  10  db?  (2)  Are  directional 
antennas  with  greater  than  10  db  sup¬ 
pression  impractical  in  the  field  due  to 
reflections?  (3)  Should  directional  an¬ 
tennas  be  used  for  assignment  purposes 
to  increase  the  number  of  VHP  chan¬ 
nels?  (4)  Should  directional  antennas 
be  used  to  improve  service  only  where 
an  assignment  has  already  been  made  in 
the  table? 

218.  On  the  basis  of  the  testimony  and 
the  comments  outlined  above  it  appears 
that  the  record  clearly  supports  the  use 
of  directional  antennas  where  such  use 
would  result  in  improved  coverage  by  a 
station  whose  assignment  was  not  based 
upon  the  use  of  a  directional  antenna. 
But  w  ith  regard  to  the  use  of  directional 
antennas  for  decreasing  mileage  spacing 
to  permit  assignment  of  additional  chan¬ 
nels  in  the  Table  of  Assignments  there 
were  mixed  opinions. 

219.  On  the  question  of  the  suppres¬ 
sion  ratio  of  directionals  there  seemed 
to  be  no  doubt  that  directionals  with 
greater  than  10  db  suppression  could  and 
had  been  designed  and  tested.  But  a 
main  problem  centered  around  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  reflections  would  destroy 
the  pattern  of  the  directional  antenna. 
All  of  the  testimony  relative  to  reflec¬ 
tions  w’as  based  upon  scale  model  ex¬ 
periments  or  upon  theoretical  designs. 
Two  witnesses  indicated  the  possibility 
of  the  horizontal  pattern  being  affected 
by  tropospheric  propagation  w’hich 
would  be  a  function  in  part  of  the  verti¬ 
cal  directivity  pattern.  The  scale  model 
measurements  took  no  account  of  this 
tropospheric  reflection.  It  might  ap¬ 
pear  from  Mr.  Alford’s  and  Mr.  Godley’s 
testimony  that  in  any  particular  situa¬ 
tion  a  particular  type  of  antenna  could 
be  erected  at  a  particular  location  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  given  protection  to  a  given  area. 
There  remained  unansw  ered  on  the  basis 
of  the  whole  record  the  question  of  w’hat 
W’ould  happen  to  the  pattern  with  a  given 
set  of  tropospheric  conditions  or  by  the 
erection  of  additional  reflecting  struc¬ 
tures  in  the  vicinity  of  the  antenna. 
Testimony  from  expert  witnesses  recom¬ 
mended  caution  in  establishing  stand¬ 
ards  for  directional  antennas. 

220.  In  view  of  the  testimony  in  the 
whole  record  the  Commission  is  unable 
to  conclude  that  even  under  the  most 
favorable  circumstances  where  reflection 
tests  w’ere  made  in  the  field  at  the  pro¬ 
posed  antenna  site,  there  would  not  still 
remain  the  problem  of  reflections  from 
buildings  and  mountainous  terrain. 
Furthermore  such  tests  would  necessarily 
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have  to  be  conducted  over  a  long  period 
of  time  to  determine  the  tiopospheric 
propagation  under  all  conditions.  Where 
dircctionals  are  proposed  on  the  basis  of 
theoretical  design  or  held  tests  of  scale 
models  only,  both  the  horizontal  and  ver¬ 
tical  plane  reflections  remain  unpredict¬ 
able  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  render  such  proposals  too  uncertain 
for  decreasing  nyleage  separations  so 'as 
to  permit  the  assignment  of  additional 
channels  based  upon  operation  with  a 
directional  antenna. 

221.  Where  the  use  of  a  directional 
antenna  is  solely  to  increase  service  the 
Commission  is  willing  at  this  time  to 
accept  the  10  db  ratio  as  a  basis  for  such 
a  directional  antenna.  It  is  clear  that 
reducing  the  radiation  below  minus  10 
db  in  the  directions  of  minimum  radia¬ 
tion  would  not  appreciably  increase  the 
field  strength  or  service  range  in  the 
directions  of  maximum  radiation.  If  a 
directional  antenna  is  not  able  to  oper¬ 
ate  as  proposed,  service  to  the  city  or 
community  can  continue  on  the  basis  of 
nondirectional  operation.  As  for  sup¬ 
pression  ratios  in  excess  of  10  db  it  is 
clear  that  as  the  nulls  become  deeper  the 
direct  signal  in  the  null  direction  be¬ 
comes  weaker  with  reference  to  ghost 
signals  from  reflecting  sources  which  are 
not  exactly  in  the  null  direction.  Conse¬ 
quently  if  excessively  deep  nulls  are  used, 
the  quality  of  service  may  be  degraded 
due  to  ghost  images  in  addition  to  the 
accompanying  reduction  of  service  range 
in  the  null  direction.  Until  we  are  as¬ 
sured  that  these  problems  will  not  exist, 
the  Commission  is  of  the  opinion  that 
directional  antennas  W’ith  more  than  10 
db  ratio  should  not  be  permitted  even  for 
the  purpose  of  improving  service  in  a 
community  where  an  assignment  has 
been  made  in  the  Table  of  Assignments, 
based  on  nondirectional  operation, 

222.  The  Federal  Broadcasting  System, 
Inc.,  proposed  that  the  Commission  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  assignment  of  “satellite”  or 
“booster”  stations  by  means  of  the  use 
of  directional  antennas.  The  purpose  of 
the  proposal  w^ould  be  to  allow  parties 
not  financially  interested  in  the  domi¬ 
nant  station  to  erect  and  operate  a  low 
power  television  rebroadcast  station  at 
a  high  point  above  communities  situ¬ 
ated  in  valleys  otherwise  out  of  range  of 
the  dominant  station, 

223.  The  assignment  plan  contem¬ 
plates  the  use  of  stations  so  removed 
from  each  other  as  to  serve  the  greatest 
number  of  areas  and  persons  and  to  keep 
the  areas  of  Interference  between  sta¬ 
tions  to  a  minimum.  The  indiscrimi¬ 
nate  use  of  “booster”  or  “satellite” 
stations  in  cities  other  than  shown  in 
the  assignment  Table  would  defeat  the- 
aims  of  the  plan.  The  Commission  is  of 
the  opinion,  howrever,  that  there  may 
exist  special  cases  where  the  carefully 
controlled  utilization  of  such  stations 
may  be  beneficial  to  the  plan.  However, 
in  view  of  the  absence  of  adequate  data 
In  this  record,  the  Federal  Broadcasting 
System  proposal  must  be  denied. 

224.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  consid¬ 
erations  and  the  considerations  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Third  Notice,  it  is  our 
conclusion  that; 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

(1)  Directional  antennas  may  not  be 
used  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the 
minimum  mileage  separation  require¬ 
ments. 

(2)  Directional  antennas  with  a  ratio 
of  minimum  to  maximum  radiation  in 
the  horizontal  plane  of  more  than  10 
decibels  will  not  be  permitted. 

(3)  The  minimum  effective  radiated 
power  in  any  horizontal  direction  shall 
meet  the  minimum  power  requirements 
of  the  Commission’s  Rules. 

(4)  The  effective  radiated  pow’er  in 
any  horizontal  or  vertical  direction  may 
not  exceed  the  maximum  values  per¬ 
mitted  by  the  Commission’s  Rules. 

(5)  The  maximum  effective  radiated 
power  in  any  direction  above  the  horizon¬ 
tal  shall  be  as  low  as  the  state  of  the  art 
permits  and  may  not  exceed  the  effective 
radiated  pow’er  in  the  horizontal  direc¬ 
tion  in  the  same  vertical  plane. 

STRATOVISION  OR  POLYCASTING 

225.  The  Third  Notice  stated  with  re¬ 
spect  to  stratovision; 

The  Commission's  proposed  table  of  July 
11, 1949,  did  not  provide  channels  for  stations 
operating  in  accordance  with  the  stratovision 
method  of  television  broadcasting  utilizing 
air-borne  transmitters.  The  Commission  af¬ 
forded  interested  persons  an  opportunity  of 
presenting  evidence  on  this  point.  Only  one 
party  presented  evidence  in  support  of  strat¬ 
ovision.  From  the  evidence  offered,  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  five  UIIP  channels  would  supply 
about  81  percent  of  the  area  of  the  United 
States  with  one  signal.  Two  of  the  five 
channels  would  be  used  as  guard  bauds. 
Consequently,  in  order  to  supply  all  areas  of 
the  United  States  with  4  services  about  20 
channels  would  be  required.  This  figure 
does  not  Include  the  channels  which  would 
have  to  be  added  in  order  to  provide  proper 
protection  between  stratovision  stations  and 
ground  stations  in  the  light  of  the  separa¬ 
tions  required  to  avoid  oscillator  radiation, 
image  interference,  or  I.  F.  beats.  The  stud¬ 
ies  presented  at  the  hearing  did  not  include 
these  factors. 

The  Commission  appreciates  that  strato- 
vlslon,  if  feasible,  would  be  a  most  useful  in¬ 
strument  in  providing  service  to  the  sparsely 
settled  areas  of  the  country.  Indeed,  many 
areas  of  the  country  can  undoubtedly  receive 
service  only  from  wide  area  coverage  stations, 
such  as  strato%’lslon  would  provide.  The 
Commission,  however,  does  not  believe  that 
channels  should  be  assigned  to  stratovision 
at  this  time.  As  can  be  seen  from  an  ex¬ 
amination  of  Appendix  C,  it  is  not  possible 
to  assign  television  channels  to  many  im¬ 
portant  communities  and  other  communities 
have  an  inadequate  number  of  assignments. 
This  situation  occurs  when  relatively  close 
separations  are  utilized  based  upon  ground- 
located  transmitters.  With  the  much  wider 
separations  that  air-borne  transmitters 
would  require,  the  problem  of  providing  a 
fair,  efficient,  and  equitable  allocation  of 
television  facilities  to  the  various  communi¬ 
ties  would  be  aggravated.  The  demands  for 
television  service  require  that  all  available 
channels  be  assigned  for  proven  ground-sta¬ 
tion  operations,  particularly  when  no  sub¬ 
stantial  demand  w'as  shown  for  air-borne 
transmitters.  However,  as  indicated  above, 
proposed  Channels  66  through  83  have  not 
been  assigned  to  particular  communities  but 
are  flexibility  channels,  which  may  be  used 
for  various  purposes,  including  further  strat¬ 
ovision  experimentation.  The  door  remains 
open  for  further  consideration  of  this  pro¬ 
posal  by  the  Commission  If  it  can  be  shov/n 
that  stratovision  can  operate  successfully 


within  the  above  flexibility  channels,  without 
causing  Interference  to  ground-based  sta¬ 
tions  operating  on  Channels  14  through  65. 

226.  'The  Third  Notice  stated  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Polycasting: 

Evidence  in  support  of  this  proposal  was 
presented  by  one  witness  who  advocated  the 
principle  of  using  a  number  of  low-power 
transmitters  on  one  or  more  channels  in  the 
UHF  band  Instead  of  attempting  to  cover 
a  large  area  with  a  centrally  located  high- 
power  transmitter.  He  expressed  the  belief 
that  his  proposed  system  would  result  in 
Improved  service  at  lower  cost  and  was  the 
only  feasible  method  whereby  stations  in 
the  UHP  band  could  serve  large  areas.  It 
was  contemplated,  for  example,  that  four 
transmitters  could  be  located  in  as  many 
directions  to  give  service  to  a  large  city  with 
the  north  and  south  transmitters  operating 
on  one  frequency  and  east  and  west  trans¬ 
mitters  operating  on  another  frequency;  by 
using  directional  receiving  antennas  and 
taking  advantage  of  the  wide  variations  in 
signal  intensity  over  a  small  area  there 
would  be  adequate  rejection  of  the  unde¬ 
sired  co-channel  signal.  The  use  of  FM 
was  favored  for  polycasting  to  Improve  the 
ability  to  reject  the  undesired  signal. 

No  evidence  was  presented  concerning  pre¬ 
vious  or  existing  operations  carried  on  in 
accordance  with  the  above  proposals  and 
the  Commission  has  no  information  that 
such  operations  have  been  conducted.  It 
appears  that  the  propo:;ed  system  has  never 
been  Held  tested  and  hence  an  adequate 
determination  as  to  its  feasibility  cannot 
be  reached  at  the  present  time.  To  devise 
an  assignment  table  at  this  time  which 
would  provide  for  polycasting  in  many  areas 
would  be  impractical  and  unwarranted  since 
such  an  undertaking  would  require  prior 
knowledge  of  the  number,  location  and  power 
of  the  various  stations  in  a  city.  Further, 
it  would  Involve  consideration  of  possible 
Interference  such  as  oscillator  radiation, 
Image  Interference  and  Intermodulation  not 
only  between  stations  in  a  city  but  between 
stations  in  adjacent  areas.  Accordingly,  the 
attached  proposed  table  does  not  contain 
assignments  of  channels  for  stations  to  op¬ 
erate  under  the  polycasting  system  on  a 
commercial  basis.  Further  experimentation 
concerning  polycasting  can  be  carried  on  in 
the  flexibility  channels. 

227.  No  specific  comments  directed  to 
the  subject  of  polycasting  or  stratovision 
were  received  in  response  to  the  Third 
Notice.  Accordingly,  the  Commission’s 
proposal  not  to  make  an  allocation  or 
assignment  for  stratovision  or  polycast¬ 
ing  is  now  made  final. 

228.  The  Commission  stated  in  the 
Third  Notice  that  experimentation  could 
be  carried  on  with  respect  to  stratovision 
and  polycasting  in  the  782-890  me  band. 
We  have  in  another  portion  of  this  Re¬ 
port  considered  the  use  of  the  channels 
in  this  band.  It  appears  that  the  de¬ 
mand  for  these  channels  will  be  very 
great  and  tliat  the  extent  to  which  they 
may  be  used  in  any  one  area  is  severely 
limited  considering  the  demand  that 
probably  will  exist.  The  Commission 
will  consider  requests  for  experimenta¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  stratovision  or  poly¬ 
casting  in  the  782-830  me  band.  It 
seems  clear,  however,  that  in  certain 
areas  of  the  country,  for  example,  the 
New  England  area,  it  will  be  impossible 
to  establish  a  regular  stratovision  or 
polycasting  .service  in  this  band.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  all  persons  interested  in  strat- 
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ovision  or  polycasting  are  urged  to  give 
consideration  to  the  demand  for  these 
television  channels  in  making  plans  for 
further  experimentation  with  thesa 
forms  of  broadcasting. 

INTERNATIONAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

229.  In  establishing  a  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  for  the  United  States,  considera¬ 
tion  must  be  given  to  the  patent  fact 
that  television  signals  do  not  respect 
in'^^ernational  boundaries.  Accordingly, 
neither  the  United  States,  Canada,  nor 
Mexico  can  assign  television  channels  as 
if  these  countries  are  isolated  entities. 
If  each  country  were  to  exercise  its 
soverign  authority  to  assign  television 
channels  from  the  radio  spectrum  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  interests  of  its  neigh¬ 
boring  countries,  all  the  countries  would 
suffer.  For,  while  viewers  in  certain 
sectors  of  each  country  would  not  be  di¬ 
rectly  affected  by  such  action,  those  re¬ 
siding  in  the  border  areas  might,  as  a 
consequence  of  the  unrestricted  inter¬ 
ference  that  would  doubtless  ensue,  be 
totally  deprived  of  television  service. 
The  urgent  necessity  for  an  understand¬ 
ing  between  the  United  States  and  Can¬ 
ada,  and  the  United  States  and  Mexico, 
relating  to  the  employment  of  television 
channels  along  our  mutual  borders  is 
therefore  manifest.  Such  agreements 
provide  the  only  means  for  the  effectua¬ 
tion  of  a  fair,  efficient  and  equitable  dis¬ 
tribution  of  television  channels  among 
the  United  States,  Canada  and  Mexico. 

230.  In  recognition  of  the  foregoing, 
the  Commission  set  forth  in  Appendix  D 
of  the  Third  Notice  certain  assignments 
for  Canada  and  Mexico  which  might  be 
made  on  the  same  basis  as  the  overall 
Table  if  the  borders  between  the  coun¬ 
tries  did  not  exist.”  It  was  pointed  out 
that  a  series  of  conferences  had  been  held 
with  representatives  of  the  Canadian 
and  Mexican  Governments,  but  that 
formal  agreements  had  not  at  that  time 
been  entered  into.  It  was  noted,  how¬ 
ever,  that  views  were  being  exchanged 
and  that  it  was  expected  satisfactory 
understandings  would  be  reached.” 


“  Appendix  D  contained  both  VHF  and 
UHP  assignments  for  Canada  but  only  VHP 
assignments  for  Mexico.  Since  Mexico  does 
not  In  the  foreseeable  future  contemplate 
employing  channels  In  the  UHP  portion  of 
the  spectrum  for  television,  rapport  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  assignment  of  UHP  channels 
along  the  Mexican-United  States  border  Is 
not  necessary  at  this  time. 

**  The  Third  Notice  also  proposed  to  change 
the  frequency  assignments  of  the  following 
existing  stations  in  an  effort  to  arrive  at  an 
equitable  distribution  of  television  channels 
between  the  United  States  and  Canada: 


Station 

City 

Present 

channel 

Proposed 

channel 

WXEL  . 

Cleveland,  Ohio.. 

0 

8 

WHAM-TV. 

Rochester,  N.  Y.. 

« 

S 

WSYK-TV.. 

Syracuse,  N.  Y... 

5 

8 

As  is  explained  more  fully  elsewhere  In  this 
report,  no  objections  to  these  proposed  chan¬ 
nel  shifts  have  been  raised  by  the  stations 
Involved. 


231.  In  assigning  television  channels, 
Canada,  Mexico,  and  the  United  States, 
all  employ  somewhat  different  assign¬ 
ment  policies  in  order  to  satisfy  the 
viewpoints  and  interests  of  the  respec¬ 
tive  countries.  It  is  apparent,  there¬ 
fore,  that  in  effectuating  international 
agreements,  the  assignment  policies 
employed  in  relation  to  domestic  as¬ 
signments  could  not  be  utilized  in  all  in¬ 
stances.  For  example,  Mexico,  as  a 
matter  of  allocation  policy,  is  not  em¬ 
ploying  channels  in  the  UHF  portion  of 
the  spectrum  for  television.  Similarly, 
assignment  separations  must  be  main¬ 
tained  between  some  cities  in  the  United 
States  and  Canada,  and  the  United 
States  and  Mexico,  above  the  minimum 
separation  requirements  for  the  perti¬ 
nent  zones  in  the  United  States.  How¬ 
ever,  these  across  the  border  separations 
are  necessary  in  order  to  comply  with 
the  internal  requirements  of  Canada 
and  Mexico  and  in  light  of  the  necessity 
for  reaching  an  understanding  with 
Canada  and  Mexico.  Accordingly, 
while  in  some  instances  assignments 
proposed  by  the  parties  could  have  been 
accomplished  in  conformity  with  mini¬ 
mum  separations  for  the  appropriate 
United  States  zone,  such  proposals  have 
not  been  adopted  herein  where  they 
were  deemed  insuflBcient  by  Canada  and 
Mexico  and  an  agreement  with  respect 
to  the  proposed  assignments  could  not 
therefore  be  reached.  It  should  be 
pointed  out  that  Canada,  as  a  matter  of 
domestic  policy,  desires  service  created 
by  large  station  separations  and  desires 
to  protect  fringe  area  service  to  achieve 
maximum  service  from  each  operating 
station. 

232.  Comments  filed  in  this  proceed¬ 
ing  with  respect  to  specific  city-by-city 
channel  assignments  were  submitted  in 
light  of  the  international  considerations 
described  in  the  Third  Notice.  After  the 
filing  of  such  comments,  further  confer¬ 
ences  and  negotiations  were  conducted 
with  Canada  and  Mexico.  Each  com¬ 
ment  affected  by  international  consid¬ 
erations  ”  has  been  carefully  considered 
by  the  Commission.  Furthermore,  each 
such  comment  which  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Commission  should  not  be  denied  for 
purely  domestic  reasons  has  been  taken 
into  account  in  the  conferences  and  ne¬ 
gotiations  with  Canada  and  Mexico  held 
since  the  issuance  of  the  Third  Notice. 
As  a  result  of  such  further  conferences 
and  negotiations,  an  Agreement  has 
been  entered  into  with  Mexico  concern¬ 
ing,  among  other  things,  the  channel  as¬ 
signments  for  communities  in  the  border 
areas  of  the  respective  countries.”  With 


•»  Domestic  assignments  are  considered  to 
be  affected  by  Mexican  or  Canadian  assign¬ 
ments  when  they  are  250  miles  from  the 
border.  Similarly,  Mexican  and  Canadian 
assignments  are  deemed  to  be  affected  by 
United  States  assignments  when  they  are 
250  miles  from  the  United  States. 

“  An  exchange  of  diplomatic  notes  between 
Mexico  and  the  United  States  was  announced 
by  the  State  Department  on  Oct.  26,  1951. 
On  November  7,  1951,  the  Commission  Is¬ 
sued  a  Notice  In  this  proceeding  (PCC  51- 


Canada,  complete  agreement  has  been 
arrived  at  between  the  administrative 
authorities  concerned  though  formal 
confirmation  by  governments  has  not  yet 
been  given.  % 

233.  The  channel  assignments  worked 
out  in  negotiations  with  Canada  and 
Mexico  with  respect  to  communities  in 
the  border  areas  have  been  reflected  in 
the  Assignment  Table  adopted  herein. 
The  conferences  and  negotiations  with 
Canada  and  Mexico  have  been  carried  on 
over  a  period  of  years.  Such  conferences 
and  negotiations  were  conducted  under 
the  auspices  of  the  State  Department 
with  the  continued  technical  advice  and 
assistance  of  this  Commission.  More¬ 
over,  as  noted  above,  the  comments 
filed  in  this  proceeding  have  been  taken 
into  account  in  the  course  of  these  con¬ 
ferences  and  negotiations.  We  believe 
that  the  channel  assignments  prescribed 
in  the  Mexican  Agreement  and  those 
which  will  be  prescribed  in  the  proposed 
agreement  with  Canada  reflect  the  best 
assignments  for  the  border  areas  that 
may  be  established  in  light  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  presented.  Accordingly,  we  believe 
that  the  distribution  of  assignments 
made  thereunder  should  be  followed  pur¬ 
suant  to  our  duty  to  distribute  service  to 
the  people  of  the  United  States  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  public  interest. 

CANADIAN-UNITED  STATES  TELEVISION 
ASSIGNMENTS 

234.  As  pointed  out  above,  the  admin¬ 
istrative  authorities  of  the  United  States 
and  Canada  have  agreed  on  the  channel 
assignments  to  be  prescribed  for  com¬ 
munities  within  250  miles  of  the  Ca¬ 
nadian-United  States  border. 

235.  In  the  conferences  and  negotia¬ 
tions  conducted  with  Canada,  agreement 
for  the  assignment  of  all  channels  re¬ 
quested  by  counterproposals  filed  in  this 
proceeding  could  not  be  reached  for  the 
reasons  set  forth  above.  We  have  made 
no  assignments  herein  requested  in  any 
counterproposal  where  such  assignments 
would  be  inconsistent  with  and  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  terms  which  have  been  agreed 
upon  for  inclusion  in  the  proposed  agree¬ 
ment  with  Canada.  Following  is  a  list 
of  those  counterproposals  which  are  de¬ 
nied  in  light  of  the  proposed  agreement. 
Certain  of  these  counterproposals,  as  is 
noted  elsewhere  in  this  report,  must  also 
be  denied  for  domestic  reasons: 


1109)  pointing  out  that  It  would  accept  new 
comments  and  evidence  from  parties  who 
had  theretofore  filed  comments  If  such  new 
proposals  were  made  solely  as  a  result  of 
the  changes  brought  about  by  the  Agree¬ 
ment  with  Mexico  and  if  such  new  counter¬ 
proposals  were  consistent  with  the  Agree¬ 
ment.  In  light  of  such  further  comments 
and  evidence  together  with  all  the  other 
comments  and  evidence  In  the  record,  fur¬ 
ther  negotiations  were  conducted  with  Mex¬ 
ico  resulting  In  certain  additions  and  modifi¬ 
cations  to  the  Agreement,  but  not  Incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  basic  provisions  of  the 
Agreement.  These  additions  and  modifica¬ 
tions  were  agreed  to  on  Peb.  4,  1952,  and 
will  be  formalized  by  an  exchange  of  diplo¬ 
matic  notes. 
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those  expressed  in  the  Third  Notice  were 
as  follows: 


City 

Third 
Not  ioc 

Mexican 
aercement 
aniiuuiioc<i 
Oct.  26,  1951 

9, 11 

9,13 

riKiciiii,  .\rii _ _ 

4, 5.1,10 

3, 5,  h.  10 

Tiicfuin,  .Vriz . 

2.0.7 

4, 6, 9. 13 

Hilt)  Dk-wi,  Calif _ _ 

3.8. 10 

8, 10 

Kl  Caso.  TfX _ 

2, 4.  5. 7 

4,7,9,13 

l/inslo,  Tex _ _ 

3.S 

b.13 

Mi  xk^ili,  Mexko . . . 

7.9 

3 

Noval'*s.  Mi'xioii . . 

9.11. 13 

2.7,11 

lli'miosillo,  Mexico _ 

•2.  4.  a 

6,8, 10. 12 

Ciiulai  JuarcE,  Mexico _ 

9. 1 1, 13 

2.  .5.11 

Monterrey,  Mexir<i . 

2, 0,1(1, 12 

2,«i.l0 

Nii.-vo  l>are<lo.  Mexico . 

11,13 

3.11 

Kevnosii,  Mexico _ 

9 

9,12 

240.  Since  the  channel  assignments 
prescribed  in  the  Mexican  Asrrecment 
announced  October  26,  1951,  differed  in 
some  instances  from  the  Third  Notice, 
the  Commission,  on  November  7,  1951, 
issued  a  notice  <FCC  51-1109)  stating 
that  it  would  accept  new  comments  and 
evidence  from  parties  who  ha*  thereto¬ 
fore  filed  proper  comments  in  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  if  such  new  comments  and 
evidence  were  submitted  solely  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  changes  brought  about  by  the 
Mexican  Agreement  and  were  consistent 
with  the  agreement. 

241.  Pursuant  to  the  above  Notice, 

Plains  Radio  Broadcasting  Company, 
Lubbock,  Texas;  Lack’s  Stores,  Inc.,  Vic¬ 
toria,  Texas;  Taylor  Radio  &  Television 
Corporation,  Weslaco,  Texas;  and  Mc- 
Clatchy  Broadcasting  Company,  Bakers¬ 
field  and  Fresno,  California,  filed 
statements  contending  that  their  coun¬ 
terproposals  filed  in  this  proceeding 
seeking  additional  VHP  channels  for 
their  respective  communities  were  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  Mexican  Agreement, 
Charles  E.  Salik  and  Airfan  Radio  Cor¬ 
poration,  Ltd.,  both  of  San  Diego,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  filed  statements  advising  that 
further  pleadings  in  light  of  the  Mexican 
Agreement  would  not  be  submitted. 
Finally,  Allen  B.  DuMont  Laboratories, 
Inc.,  filed  a  modification  to  its  nation¬ 
wide  assignment  plan  suggesting,  among 
other  things,  that  Channels  2  and  5  be 
assigned  to  Mexicali,  Mexico  in  place  of 
Channel  3,  and  that  Channel  3  be  as¬ 
signed  as  an  additional  channel  to  San 
Diego.  ^ 

242.  On  December  11,  1951,  Radio 
KIST,  Inc.,  Santa  Barbara,  California, 
filed  a  petition  for  leave  to  file  further 
comments  and  evidence  in  the  proceed¬ 
ing  requesting,  as  an  alternative  to  its 
previous  counterproposal,  that  Channel 
3  be  assigned  to  Santa  Barbara.  The 
Commission  granted  this  petition  by 
Order  <FCC  52-28)  of  January  9,  1952, 
and  accepted  the  new  Radio  KIST,  Inc., 
counterproposal  in  this  proce^ing. 
This  new  counterproposal  requested  the 
following: 


City 

Thiid  Notice 

Proposed 
c)  lunges 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

1  1 

i  I'HF  ! 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

1  VHF 
Chan- 
'ir'INo. 

CHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No, 

8anU»  Barlmr.a,  Calif.... 

3 

1  20,  36 

;«1 

30,  26 
[43,  49] 

■  A  proiwsal  for  the  dek-tion,  julxtiliition,  or  addition 
of  a  ciiaiiiicl  is  indicated  in  tlie  reiMJrt  by  brackets. 


243.  The  following  list  sets  forth  those 
counterproposals  which,  although  af¬ 
fected  by  the  Mexican  Agreement,  must 
be  denied  for  purely  domestic  reasons,  as 
Is  set  out  elsewhere  in  this  report : 

Bell  Broadcasting  Company,  Temple,  Tex. 

Lack’s  Stores,  Inc.,  Victoria,  Tex. 

Radio  KIST,  Inc.,  Santa  Barbara,  Calif. 
(Channel  8). 

McClatchy  Broadcasting  Company,  Bakers¬ 
field  and  Fresno,  Calif. 

Paul  R.  Bartlett  and  Gene  DeYoung,  Bak¬ 
ersfield,  Calif, 

Harbenito  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.,  Har¬ 
lingen,  Tex.,  and  Taylor  Radio  &  Television 
Corp.,  Weslaco,  Tex.,  counterproposals 
granted  in  part  only. 

244.  All  of  the  counterproposals  af¬ 
fected  by  the  Mexican-United  States 
Agreement  which  in  the  Commission’s 
judgment  should  not  be  denied  for  do¬ 
mestic  reasons  alone,  including  those 
counterproposals  filed  pursuant  to  the 
notice  of  November  7,  1S51,  were  taken 
into  consideration  in  connection  with 
further  negotiations  with  Mexico.  As  a 
result  of  such  negotiations,  certain  addi¬ 
tions  and  modifications  in  the  Mexican- 
United  States  Television  Agreement  were 
agreed  to  on  February  4,  1952.  These 
additions  and  changes  made  possible  the 
granting  of  several  counterproposals. 

245.  The  following  list  sets  forth  those 
counterproposals  affected  by  tlie  Mexi¬ 
can  Agreement  w’hich  are  being  granted 
herein,  and  the  channel  assignments  re¬ 
quested  thereby  are  reflected  in  the 
Agreement,  as  modified: 

Plains  Radio  &  Television  Corporation, 
Lubbock,  Tex. 

Radio  KIST,  Inc.,  Santa  Barbara,  Calif. 
(Channel  3). 

Harbenito  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.,  Har¬ 
lingen,  Tex.^  and  Taylor  Radio  &  Television 
Corporation,  Weslaco,  Tex.,  (granted  in  part). 

New  Mexico  State  Department  of  Educa¬ 
tion,  Silver  City,  N.  Mex.  (as  modified). 

246.  The  following  list  sets  forth  those 
counterproposals  which  must  be  denied 
in  light  of  the  Mexican-United  States 
Agreement  and  subsequent  conferences 
and  negotiations  conducted  with  Mexico. 
The  assignment  of  channels  requested 
in  these  counterproposals  would  be  in¬ 
consistent  with  and  in  violation  of  the 
Mexican  Agreement  as  modified.  As  is 
pointed  out  elsewhere  in  this  report,  two 
of  the  counterproposals  discussed  below 
must  also  be  denied  for  domestic  rea¬ 
sons: 

Airfan  Radio  Corporation,  Ltd.,  San  Diego, 
Calif. 

Charles  E.  Salik,  San  Diego,  Calif. 

American  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
Yuma,  Ariz. 

McAllen  Television  Corporation,  McAllen, 
Tex. 

Allen  B.  DuMont  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Na¬ 
tion-wide  plan. 

247.  Discussioii  of  counterproposals 
denied  on  the  basis  of  the  Mexican 
Agreement — (a)  Charles  E.  Salik  and 
Airfan  Radio  Corporation,  Ltd.  Charles 
E.  Salik  and  Airfan  Radio  Corporation, 
Ltd.,  filed  counterproposals  requesting 
that  Channel  6  or  12  be  added  to  San 
Diego,  CaUfomia.  'This  assignment 
would  necessitate  the  deletion  of  Chan¬ 
nel  6  or  12  from  Tijuana,  Mexico,  as 
listed  in  the  Third  Notice.  It  was  sug¬ 
gested  that  UHF  channels  could  replace 
the  VHF  cannel  in  Tijuana.  However, 


in  the  negotiations  on  this  matter  con- 
ducted  with  Mexico,  agreement  could 
not  be  reached  on  any  assignment  neces¬ 
sitating  the  deletion  of  Channel  6  or  12 
from  Tijuana.  Furthermore,  Me.xico 
would  not  accept  the  suggestion  that 
UHF  channels  are  available  to  replace 
Channel  6  or  12  in  Tijuana.  Accordin<:ly, 
the  Mexican  Agreement  assigns  Channels 
6  and  12  to  Tijuana.  Since  the  Charles 
E.  Salik  and  Airfan  Radio  Corporation, 
Ltd.,  counterproposals  are  inconsistent 
with  this  Agreement,  they  must  be  de¬ 
nied. 

(b)  McAllen  Television  Corporation. 
McAllen  Television  Corporation  filed  a 
counterproposal  requesting  that  Chan¬ 
nel  5  be  deleted  from  Brownsville,  Texas, 
and  assigned  to  McAllen.  Texas.  Clian- 
nel  12  w'as  suggested  as  a  substitute  m 
Brownsville.  A.s  a  result  of  our  negotia¬ 
tions  with  Mexico.  Channel  12  is  assigned 
by  the  Mexican  Agreement  to  Reynosa, 
Temaulipas,  Me.xico,  at  a  distance  of 
only  52  miles  from  Brownsville.  Mexico 
would  not  agree  to  any  assignment  pre¬ 
cluding  the  use  of  Channel  12  in  Reynosa. 
Accordingly,  the  McAllen  Television  Cor¬ 
poration  counterproposal  must  be  denied. 

As  noted  elsewhere  in  this  Report,  this 
counterproposal  must  also  be  denied  for 
domestic  reasons. 

(c)  American  Broadcasting  Company,  ' 

Inc.  The  Third  Notice  proposed  Chan-  f 
nels  7  and  9  for  Mexicali.  Baja  Califor-  | 
nia,  Mexico,  duplicating  channels  pro-  ! 
posed  for  Los  Angeles,  California.  The 
American  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
licensee  of  Station  KEC.A-TV  operating 
on  Channel  7  in  Los  Angeles,  filed  a 
counterproposal  requesting  that  VHP  j 
Channels  7  and  9  be  deleted  from  Mexi¬ 
cali.  In  order  to  accomplish  its  reciuest, 
ABC  suggested,  among  other  things,  that 
Channels  9  and  47  be  substituted  in 
Yuma,  Arizona  for  Channels  11  and  13. 
However,  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the 
ABC  counterproposal,  the  Iilexican  1 

Agreement  assigned  Channel  3  to  Mexi-  j 

cali  in  place  of  Channels  7  and  9.  AEC  j 

filed  a  statement  supporting  the  Mexican  - 

Agreement  in.sofar  as  it  makes  the  above 
changes  from  the  Third  Notice.  The 
ABC  counterproposal  for  Yuma  is  there-  «=i 
fore  moot. 

(d)  Allen  B.  DuMont  Laboratories, 

Inc.  Allen  B.  DuMont  Laboratories.  ^ 

Inc.  filed  a  proposed  “National  Television 
Allocation  Plan.”  After  the  notice  of 
November  7,  1951,  issued  pursuant  to  the 
Mexican  Televi.sion  Agreement,  DuMont 
amended  its  plan  suggesting  several 
changes  in  the  assignments  prescribed  , 
by  the  Mexican  Agreement.  The  Du-  ' 
Mont  plan  thus  modified  would  a.ssii;n  j 
Channels  2  and  5  to  Mexicali,  Baja  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Mexico,  in  place  of  Channel  3 
a.ssigned  by  the  Mexican  Agreement,  and 
would  thereby  add  Channel  3  to  San 
Diego,  California.  The  assignment  of  | 
Channels  2  and  5  in  Mexicali  would  du-  | 
plicate  assignments  proposed  for  Los  j 

Angeles,  California.  In  further  nesoti-  ' 
ations  with  Mexico,  agreement  for  any  ■ 
assignment  utilizing  co-channel  assign¬ 
ments  for  Mexicali  and  Los  Angeles  1 

could  not  be  reached.  Accordingly,  the 
DuMont  plan  is  inconsistent  with  the  1 
Mexican  Agreement.  As  noted  else¬ 
where  in  this  Report,  however,  the  Du¬ 
Mont  plan  must  also  be  denied  for  other 
reasons. 
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248.  In  the  Third  Notice,  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  in  addition  to  proposing  revised 
Rules  and  standards  for  the  television 
broadcasting  service,  also  proposed  a 
Table  of  Assignments  indicating  the 
specific  cities  and  communities  in  which 
it  proposed  to  assign  particular  chan¬ 
nels.  Further,  the  proposed  table  indi¬ 
cated  the  specific  cities  and  communi¬ 
ties  in  which  it  was  proposed  to  reserve 
particular  assignments  for  use  by  non¬ 
commercial  educational  stations.  Par¬ 
ties  were  afforded  an  opportunity  to 
support  or  to  object  to  these  proposed 
assignments  and  educational  reserva¬ 
tions.  Further,  they  were  afforded  an 
opportunity  to  make  counterproposals 
of  their  own.  The  following  portion  of 
this  report  deals  with  the  individual  fil¬ 
ings  in  this  proceeding  in  support  of  or  in 
opposition  to  the  assignments  and  reser¬ 
vations  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice; 
further,  it  deals  with  the  individual 
counterproposals  that  have  been  made. 
No  comments  have  been  received  with 
respect  to  the  large  majority  of  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed.  Except  where  we 
have  found  reason  to  re-examine  pro¬ 
posed  assignments,  such  assignments 
have  not  been  discussed  herein. 

PORTLAND  AND  BANGOR,  MAINE;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

249.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  UHF  Channel  16  in 
Bangor  and  UHF  Channel  47  in  Port¬ 
land  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  The  Joint  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tional  Television”  supported  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  47  in  Portland  and 
Channel  16  in  Bangor  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  No  oppositions  to 
these  reservations  were  filed. 


Conclusions 


250.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  UHF  Channel  47  in  Portland 
and  UHF  Channel  16  in  Bangor  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  are  finalized. 

ORONO,  MAINE,  AND  BURLINGTON,  VERMONT! 
EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATIONS 

251.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  VHF  Channel  12  in 
Orono  and  UHF  Channel  16  in  Burling¬ 
ton  for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

(b)  The  Orono  educational  reserva~ 
tion.  The  University  of  Maine  supported 
the  reservation  of  VHF  Channel  12  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  in  Orono. 
The  university  stated  that  its  long-range 
plans  included  the  use  of  television ;  and 
that  it  anticipated  that  the  Department 
of  Education  of  the  State  of  Maine  would 
use  the  Orono  channel  for  its  television 
programs.  No  oppositions  to  this  res¬ 
ervation  were  filed. 

(c)  The  Burlington  educational  reser¬ 
vation.  The  University  of  Vermont  and 

I  State  Agricultural  College  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  16  in  Burlington 
for  noncommercial  educational  use.  The 
university  stated  that  its  president  had 
been  instructed  to  consider  means  for 
Waking  facilities  available  for  noncom- 
Wercial  educational  television.  The  uni- 


**  Referred  to  hereinafter  as  JCET. 


versity  submitted  a  copy  of  a  resolution 
adopted  by  the  board  of  trustees  sup¬ 
porting  the  reservation.  No  oppositions 
to  this  reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusio7is 

252.  On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing,  the 
proposed  reservations  of  Channel  12  in 
Orono  and  Channel  16  in  Burlington  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  are 
finalized. 

.  DURHAM,  NEW  HAMPSHIRE;  BOSTON,  BROCK¬ 
TON,  SPRINGFIELD-HOLYOKE,  PITTSFIELD, 
WORCESTER,  MASSACHUSETTS;  PROVIDENCE, 
RHODE  island;  BRIDGEPORT,  HARTFORD, 
NEW  LONDON,  NORWICH,  NEW  HAVEN, 
STORRS,  WATERBURY,  CONNECTICUT 

253.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations. 


City 

VH  F 
Channel 
No. 

riiF 

Channel 

No. 

Durham . . . 

'  *11 

*2,  4,  5,  7 

44,  50,  .Vi 
t>2 

Brockton . . . . 

Pittsfield . 

t>4 

t^prinpflcld-Uolyoke . 

6.5,  fit 
14.  23 

Worc<'stor . 

Hartford . 

18,  24 

Storrs . 

•2ti 

Providence . 

10,  12 

10.  *22 

Bridgetxfft . 

43,  49 

New  London.... . 

3 

0.3 

Norwich . 

57 

Waterbury . . 

,5.3 

8 

59 

•  .An  astPri.sk  is  u.spd  in  this  rpr)ort  to  desiernate  channels 
reserved  for  noncommercial  etlucational  use. 


<b)  Counterproposals.  Various  par¬ 
ties  in  this  proceeding  filed  counterpro¬ 
posals  seeking  (1)  the  additional  assign¬ 
ment  of  a  VHF  channel  to  Boston,  Brock¬ 
ton,  Springfield-Holyoke.  Worcester  and 
Hartford;  (2)  the  additional  assignment 
of  2  UHF  channels  to  Hartford;  (3)  the 
assignment  of  UHF  channels  to  Bridge¬ 
port,  Hartford,  Norwich  and  Waterbury 
to  be  reserved  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use;  and  (4)  the  assignment  of 
a  UHF  channel  to  Hanover,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire.  to  be  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

Durham 

254.  The  Durham  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  University  of  New  Hampshire 
supported  the  reservation  of  Channel  1 1 


In  Durham  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  The  university  stated  that  it 
considered  the  reservation  necessary  and 
that  it  is  exploring  sources  of  financial 
assistance  which  it  will  require  to  estab¬ 
lish  and  maintain  a  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  television  station.  The  explora¬ 
tion  was  expected  to  take  time  and  the 
reservation  was  supported  so  that  the 
channel  would  be  available  for  educa¬ 
tional  use  whenever  it  becomes  feasible 
for  the  university  to  erect  and  maintain 
such  a  station.” 

"New  London 

255.  (a)  Census  data.  The  City  of 
New  London  has  a  population  of  31,000. 

(b)  Statement  of  Thames  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  supporting  proposed  as¬ 
signment.  Thames  Broadcasting 
Company  supported  the  proposed  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channels  3  and  63  to  New 
London  and  opposed  all  requests  seeking 
the  deletion  of  VHF  Channel  3  from  New 
London.  Thames  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  stated  that  the  utilization  of  Chan¬ 
nel  3  in  New  London  w’ould  better  serve 
the  Commission’s  priorities  set  forth  in 
the  Third  Notice  than  any  of  the  count¬ 
erproposals  seeking  the  assignment  of 
that  channel  to  another  community; 
that  New  London  is  saturated  with  VHF 
receivers:  and  that  the  assignments  in 
the  State  of  Connecticut  should  not  be 
reduced. 

Boston 

256.  (a)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Boston  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  2,370,000  and  the  City  of  Boston 
has  a  population  of  801,000."® 

(b)  Existing  stations.  Westinghouse 
Radio  Stations.  Inc.,  has  a  construction 
permit  for  Station  WBZ-TV  on  Channel 
4.  Thomas  S.  Lee  Enterprises,  Inc.,  is 
licensed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WNAC-TV  on  Channel  7. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Columbia 
Broadcasting  System.  Inc.  Columbia 
Broadcasting  System,  Inc.,  proposed  3 
alternative  plans  for  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  9  to  Boston."’ 
Plan  1  would  delete  Channel  10  from 
Providence,  and  Plans  2  and  3  would  de¬ 
lete  Channel  11  from  Durham  by  making 
the  following  changes  in  the  assignments 
proposed  in  the  Third  Notice: 


City 

Third  Notice 

Plan  No.  1 

Plan  No.  2 

Plan  No.  3 

VHF 

Channel 

No, 

riiF 

Channel 

No. 

VHF 

Channel 

No. 

riiF 

Channel 

No. 

VHF 

Channel 

No. 

VHF 

Channel 

No. 

VHF 

Channel 

No. 

VHF 

Ch.annel 

No. 

Augusta,  Maine _ 

10 

29 

112 

29 

[131 

29 

[13] 

29 

Calais,  Maine _ 

20 

13 

20 

lA'wiston,  Maine.... 

8 

17 

IlO 

17 

_ 

_ 

Orono,  Maine _ _ 

•12 

(M 

[*11 

[•11 

. 

Portlaiul,  Maine.... 

0. 13 

•47.  .A3 

0  (8 

•17,  M 

OlllO 

•47.  .A3 

6![10 

•47,  .A3 

Boston,  Ma.ss _ 

•2, 4,  5.  7 

44.  50,  50 

2. 4,  5, 7.  (t» 

•44,  .50,  50 

2,  4,  5,  7.  [9 

•44,  50,  [-] 

2, 4,  5,  7.  [9 

•44,  .50.  .Vi 

Durham,  N.  H _ 

•11 

|•l;i 

[- 

[•,V>] 

1- 

[•Fle.\.  Ch.] 

JIanchester,  N.  II... 

9 

48 

[11 

48 

(12 

48 

(12 

48 

Providence,  K.  I _ 

10,12 

16,  ^22 

[-12 

16,  ^22 

111,13 

16.  *  t2 

[11. 13 

16.  •22 

A  Ibany-Sche  necta<ly- 

Troy,  .N.  Y . 

0 

•17,23 

6.  [10 

•17,23 

6.  [10] 

•17,23 

6,  [10] 

•17,23 

Ft.  John,  Canada _ 

4.0 

17,23 

0,[7 

_ 

17,23 

- 

Note:  .A  proiKml  for  the  dclefion,  addition,  or  substitution  of  a  chaniud  is  indicates!  in  the  r<‘j>ort  tey  tirackets;  .a 
blank  space  oi>iK)site  a  city  indicates  that  under  that  plan  no  changes  in  channel  assignments  were  requested  for  that 
city. 


®*  Columbia  Broadcasting  System,  Inc.,  filed  a  counterproposal  containing  3  alternative 
plans  for  the  additional  assignment  of  a  VHP  channel  to  Boston;  Plans  2  and  3  would  sub- 
•Btitute  a.UHP  channel  in  Durham  for  Channel  11.  This  counterproposal  is  set  forth  in  detail 
below, 

**>  Census  data  In  this  Report  is  based  on  1950  U.  S.  Census  of  population  and  is  reported  to 
the  nearest  thousand. 

In  addition,  CBS  opposed  the  reservation  of  VHP  Channel  2  in  Boston  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  The  educational  reservation  in  Boston  is  considered  below. 


1 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


City 

Third  Xotice 

Proposed  Chances 

VHF 

ChaniU'l  Xo. 

riiF 

Channel  Xo. 

VHF 

Channel  Xo. 

CHF 

Chaiiii.  1  >  0. 

J’artford,  Conn.. . . . . . . . 

IS.  24 

•2t! 

•lls 

I’o.stoii,  M:i.s.s . . . . 

•2,  4. 5,  7 

i  1, 50.  ,'0 

‘2.  4.  5.  7. 10] 

1  1  -.!  -“! 

I'ror>clon,  Mn.'*;. . 

r.2 

1 ;  tl 

4t’.  4ti 

2  :’.4 

1. '  in 

j-  '  '1 

VS.  I'.l 

1 10] 

14,  20 

V  :  *■  .1 

’  2'i 

Mam-lHStiT,  N'.  H . . . . . 

y 

4S 

1-1 

|1.«?S 

21 

■*11 

I'rovidonce,  U.  1 . . 

10.12 

10,  *22 

1-1.1 -> 

V,  *22.  i2.1 

(d»  Statement  in  support  of  CDS 
counterproposals.  CBS  stated  that 
*••  •  *  a  major  objective  of  the  Com¬ 

mission  is  the  reasonable  assurance  of 
the  possibility  of  a  nationwide  competi¬ 
tive  television  service”  and  that  CBS  is 
penuinely  concerned  that  very  real 
dangers  of  monopoly  inhere  ir.  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  proposed  allocation.  CBS 
stated  that  “the  Commission  itself  has 
recognized  that  for  a  considerable  period 
perhaps  5  years,  perhaps  more,  a  com¬ 
mercial  UHF  station  cannot  compete  on 
anything  like  an  equal  basis  with  a  com¬ 
mercial  VHP  station  in  the  same  com¬ 
munity  •  *  CBS  urged  that  “it 

must  be  obvious  that  during  the  not  in¬ 
considerable  growth  period  of  UHP,  net¬ 
work  A  with  UHF  outlets  in  Chicago,  San 
Francisco  and  Boston  would  be  under  a 
crippling  competitive  disadvantage  vis- 
a-vis  network  B  with  VHF  outlets  in  these 
three  cities.”  Thus  CBS  argued  “It  is 
quite  possible  that  the  Commission’s 
allocation  plan  will  as  a  matter  of  practi¬ 
cal  necc.ssity  permit  the  development 
during  the  critical  formative  years  of 
only  2  full  nationwide  competing  tele¬ 
vision  networks,”  and  that  this  situa¬ 
tion  “*  •  •  accentuates  the  danger 

cf  the  proposed  allocations  for  *  *  • 

Boston — although  the  danger  is  clearly 
present  even  if  we  assume  the  continued 
existence  of  4  such  networks.  The  need 
for  additional  VHF  channels  in  these 
cities  in  order  to  assure  network  com¬ 
petition  is  readily  demonstrable  even 
if  four  television  networks  are  assumed.” 
CBS  stated  that  Boston  is  of  vital  im¬ 
portance  to  nation-wide  television  net¬ 
working  and  that  a  network  which  owns 
no  station  in  Boston  or  comparable  city 
Is  at  an  enormous  or  fatal  competitive 
disadvantage.  CBS  pointed  out  that 
with  only  one  Boston  VHF  commercial 
channel  unassigned  under  the  Commis¬ 
sion's  plan  “*  *  •  there  is  no  as¬ 

surance  that  a  network  could  acquire  a 
construction  permit  via  the  application 
route  in  these  cities.”  CBS  stated  fur¬ 
ther  “  *  *  *  it  is  a  fact  of  television 

network  economics  and  operations  that 
a  full  compliment  of  network  owned  sta¬ 
tions  is  a  condition  precedent  to  success¬ 
ful  networking  on  a  fully  competitive 
basis.”  Were  a  network  not  to  own  sta¬ 
tions  in  key  markets  such  as  Boston,  it 
was  claimed  the  problem  of  clearance 
could  become  a  major  factor  in  obtain¬ 
ing  or  losing  a  network  advertiser.  It 
was  also  asserted  that  “*  •  •  an¬ 

other  factor  which  makes  it  advanta¬ 
geous  competitively  for  a  network  to  own 
a  station  I  in  a  city  such  as  Boston]  is 
that  which  relates  to  the  problem  of 
origination  •  •  ♦  because  the  cost 

of  television  facilities  and  of  the  operat¬ 
ing  organizations  are  high  it  is  far  more 
efficient  and  economical  to  integrate  net¬ 
work  and  local  operation  rather  than  to 
have  only  network  facilities  in  a  city.” 

«e)  Counterproposal  of  Matheson 
Hadio  Company,  Inc.  Matheson  Radio 
Company.  Inc.,  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  Channel  9  to  Boston  by 
substituting  UHF  channels  for  VHP 
channels  in  both  Providence,  Rhode 
Island,  and  .Manchester,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  and  by  making  the  following 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  in 
the  Third  Notice; 


(f)  Statement  in  support  of  Matheson 
Radio  Company,  Inc.,  counterproposal. 
Matheson  stated  that  its  proposal  would 
make  posisble  a  first  VHF  channel  for 
Springfield,  and  that  Boston  is  now  satu¬ 
rated  with  VHF  receivers  and,  accord¬ 
ingly,  UHP  assignments  will  not  be  used 
there  in  the  foreseeable  future.  It  was 
urged  that  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commis'Tion  wculd  deprive  Boston 
of  some  network  programs,  and  that 
even  if  UHP  assignments  were  utilized 
in  Boston,  the  coverage  cf  any  such  UHP 
station  would  be  inadequate  for  the  Bos¬ 
ton  trading  area.  Since  Manchester 
and  Providence  have  smaller  trading 
areas  than  Boston,  Matheson  argued  that 
UHP  assignments  in  these  cities  wculd 
be  satisfactory. 

(g)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun~ 
terproposals  to  the  CBS  and  Matheson 
Radio  Company,  Inc.,  counterproposals, 
Gi'andview,  Inc.,  and  Radio  Voice  of 
New  Hampshire,  both  of  Manchester,  op¬ 
posed  the  Matheson  Radio  Company, 
Inc.,  counterproposal  in  so  far  as  it  would 
delete  a  VHF  channel  from  Manchester. 
Cherry  &  Webb  Broadcasting  Company 
and  the  Outlet  Company,  both  of  Provi¬ 
dence,  opposed  the  CBS  and  the  Mathe- 
Eon  Radio  Company,  Inc.,  counterpro¬ 
posals.  Regional  TV  Corp.,  Hampden- 
Hampshire  Corp.,  Travelers  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Service  Corp.*'  and  WTAG,  Inc.,  op¬ 
posed  the  counterproposals  of  CBS  and 
IMatheson  Radio  Company,  Inc.,  in  so  far 
as  these  counterproposals  were  mutually 
exclusive  with  counterproposals  for  ad¬ 
ditional  VHF  channels  in  Springfield- 
Holyoke,  Hartford  and  Worcester,  re¬ 
spectively.  In  addition,  an  opposition  to 
CBS  Plans  2  and  3  was  filed  by  WPIX, 
Inc.,  presently  operating  Station  WPIX 
on  Channel  11  at  New  York.  WPIX  al¬ 
leged  that  interference  would  result  to 
the  Grade  B  service  areas  of  V»TIX  and 
WJAR-TV  at  Providence  due  to  the  154 
mile  spacing  of  these  assignments  under 
CBS  proposals  2  and  3.  In  a  similar 
manner  it  was  alleged  there  would  be 
mutual  interference  on  Channel  13  be¬ 
tween  a  Providence  station  and  WATV 
at  Newark,  New  Jersev.  The  CBS  pro¬ 
posal,  WPIX  asserted,  would  add  a  fifth 
VHP  channel  to  Boston  and  a  second 
VHF  channel  to  Albany,  and  in  each  case 
these  new  assignments  would  substan¬ 
tially  duplicate  the  VHF  coverage  of 
other  stations.  Finally,  Radio  Voice  of 


In  rebuttal  to  these  oppositions  CBS 
pointed  out  that  Channel  10  which  would 
under  Its  counterproposal  be  assigned  to 
Albany  could  alternatively  be  assigned  to 
Springfield  or  Hartford. 


New  Hampshire  opposed  the  CBS  plans 
in  so  far  as  they  would  assign  Channels 
11  or  12  to  Manchester  in  lieu  of  Chan¬ 
nel  9  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(h)  The  Boston  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  members  of  the  Lowell  Insti¬ 
tute  Cooperative  Broadcasting  Council 
of  Boston,  consisting  of  Boston  College, 
Boston  University,  Harvard  Univer.^ity, 
Lowell  Institute,  Massachusetts  Institute 
of  Technology,  Northeastern  Univer.'iiy, 
Tufts  College,  and  Boston  Symphony  Or¬ 
chestra.  supported  the  proposed  reserva¬ 
tion  of  VHP  Channel  2  in  Boston  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  The  mem¬ 
bers  cf  the  Council  and  other  parties, 
including  the  City  cf  Boston,  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Massachusetts,  Senators 
Henry  Cabot  Lodge,  Jr.,  and  Leverett 
Saltonstall,  Congressman  Christian  A. 
Herter  and  Richard  B.  WigglesworLh, 
various  private  and  parochial  schools, 
the  American  Academy  of  Arts  and  Sci¬ 
ences  and  various  museums,  all  indicated 
their  belief  that  the  Lowell  Institute  Co¬ 
operative  Broadcasting  Council,  licensee 
of  educational  FM  Station  WGBH,  is  the 
proper  agency  for  coordinating  the  joint 
effort  to  secure  the  funds  necessary  to 
construct  and  operate  a  non-commercial 
educational  televi.sicn  station  in  Boston. 
The  Council  stated  that  it  has  had  ex¬ 
tensive  experience  in  the  fields  of  radio 
and  television  ahd  is  prepared  to  meet 
the  responsibilities  of  television  broad¬ 
casting;  that  it  is  seeking  the  funds  for 
constructing  and  operating  the  station: 
and  that  it  “is  more  than  reasonably  con¬ 
fident  that  tljey  can  be  secured  if  VHF 
Channel  2  is  reserved  in  Boston  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  broadcasting.” 
Emerson  College  in  a  separate  statement 
also  supported  the  reservation  of  VHF 
Channel  2  in  Boston. 

(i)  Opposition  to  the  Boston  educa- 
iional  reservation.  CBS  opposed  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  VHF  Channel  2  for  non-com¬ 
mercial  educational  use  in  Boston  urging 
the  same  grounds  advanced  by  it  in  sup¬ 
port  of  its  counterproposal  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  VHP  assignment  in  Boston.  CBS 
contended  that  while  ultimately  UHF 
and  VKF  would  be  competitive,  during  a 
considerable  interim  period  of  perhaps  5 
years  or  more,  a  commercial  UHF  station 
cannot  compete  successfully  with  a  com¬ 
mercial  VHP  station  in  the  same  com¬ 
munity;  but  that  the  short-run  competi¬ 
tive  disadvantages  of  a  UHF  assignment 
are  much  less  significant  for  non-com¬ 
mercial  educational  broadcasters  since 
(1)  educational  broadcasters  are  not  as 
critically  affected  by  the  anticipated  re¬ 
duced  coverage  of  UHF,  (2)  the  educa¬ 
tional  interests  generally  are  not  ready 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


priorities  than  would  the  use  of  this 
channel  at  either  Hartford  or  Springfield, 
Holyoke. 

(d)  Oppositions  to  the  Greylock 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Thames  Broadcasting  Company  opposed 
the  deletion  of  Channel  3  from  New 
London.  Lewiston-Auburn  Broadcasting 
Corporation  opposed  the  substitution  of 
Channel  3  for  Channel  8  at  Lewiston. 
Springfield  Regional  Television,  Hamp- 
den-Hampshire,  Hartford  Times,  Travel¬ 
ers  Broadcasting  Service  Co.,  CBS, 
WAGE,  Inc.,  the  Buffalo  Courier  Express, 
et  al..  opposed  the  counterproposal  of 
Greylock  Broadcasting  Co.,  since  it  was 
mutually  exclusive  with  the  counterpro¬ 
posals  for  additional  VHP  channels  in 
Springfield,  Hartford,  Boston,  Syracuse, 
and  Buffalo.  Stromberg-Carlson  Co.,  li¬ 
censee  of  WHAM-TV,"*  Rochester.  New 
York,  opposed  the  Greylock  Broadcasting 
Company  proposal  in  so  far  as  it  would 
result  in  the  assignment  of  Channel  3  to 
Rochester  in  lieu  of  Channel  5. 

Providence 

261.  (a)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Providence  has  a 
population  of  737,000  and  the  city  of 
Providence  has  a  population  of  249,000. 

(b)  Existing  stations.  The  Outlet 
Company  is  licensed  for  the  operation  of 
Station  WJAR-TV,  Providence,  on 
Channel  11.  The  Commission  ordered 
the  Outlet  Company  to  show  cause  why 
the  license  of  WJAR-TV  should  not  be 
modified  to  specify  operation  on  Chan¬ 
nel  10,  in  lieu  of  Channel  11. 

(c)  Statements  of  The  Outlet  Com^ 
pany  and  Cherry  &  Webb  Company  sup~ 
porting  the  proposed  assignments.  The 
Outlet  Company,  licensee  of  WJAR-TV, 
supported  the  Commission’s  assignments 
for  Providence  and  agreed  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  channel  change  for  WJAR-TV. 
Cherry  &  Webb  Broadcasting  Company 
also  supported  the  assignments  for 
Providence  and  stated  that  the  Provi¬ 
dence  assignments  provided  the  mini¬ 
mum  necessary  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
area;  and  that  the  deletion  of  one  of  the 
two  VHF  assignments  proposed  for 
Providence  would  result  in  an  inequitable 
distribution  of  facilities.** 

(d)  Providence  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  JCET,  Brown  University, 
Providence  College,  University  of  Rhode 
Island,  the  Rhode  Island  College  of 
Education,  and  the  Providence  School 
Department  supported  the  reservation 
of  Channel  22  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use.  The  JCET  stated  that  the 
Catholic  Schools  of  the  Archdiocese  of 
Providence  also  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion.  Brown  University  stated  that  a 
State-wide  meeting  had  been  held  for 
the  purpose  of  discussing  the  utilization 


**  WHAM-TV  Is  presently  operating  on 
Channel  6.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Com¬ 
mission  has  ordered  the  licensee  to  show 
cause  why  the  license  of  WH.AM-TV  should 
not  be  m^ified  to  specify  Channel  5. 

••  Matheson  Radio  Company,  Inc.,  objected 
to  all  statistics  in  the  Cherry  &  Webb  state¬ 
ment  based  on  Chamber  of  Commerce  or 
trade  area  publications  and  requested  that 
such  data  be  stricken  from  the  record.  We 
believe,  however,  that  such  data  Is  admissible 
In  this  proceeding. 


of  educational  television,  and  that  as  a 
result  of  this  meeting,  an  educational 
television  committee  was  established 
under  the  chairmanship  of  the  State  Di¬ 
rector  of  Education.  No  opposition  to 
this  reservation  was  filed. 

Hartford 

262.  (a)  Census  Data.  The  metro¬ 
politan  area  of  Hartford  has  a  popula¬ 


tion  of  356,000  and  the  city  of  Hart¬ 
ford  has  a  population  of  177,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  The  Hartford 
Times,  Inc.  The  Hartford  Times.  Inc., 
proposed  3  alternative  plans  for  the  as¬ 
signment  of  VHP  Channel  3  to  Hartford 
which  would  delete  that  channel  from 
New  London  and  make  the  following  al- 
ternative  changes  in  the  assignments 
proposed  in  the  Third  Notice : 


City 

Third  Notice 

Plan  1 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chau- 
nel  No. 

18  24 

[3] 

New  Haven,  Conn _ 

b 

59 

8 

|75 

New  London,  Conn...... - - — ..... - 

3 

63 

1-1 

1471.63 

Plan  2 

18.24 

|3] 

18,  24  I'ta  KO 

New  Haven,  Conn _ 

8 

.59 

8 

. '|*5' 

New  London,  Conn _ 

3 

1-1 

1471,63 

Montjtelier,  V’t - - - - - - - - - 

3 

40 

IN 

4(1 

Lewiston,  Maine............ _ _ _ .... 

b 

17 

bl 

17 

Plan  3 

18.24 

|3] 

18,24,159.61 

[75 

New  Haven,  Conn _ 

8 

59 

8 

New  London,  Conn _ 

3 

6:i 

I-l 

63,  [bl 

Monti)elicr,  Vt _ '. _ 

3 

40 

(8 

46 

Lewiston,  Maine _ 

8 

17 

IS] 

17 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  The  Hart¬ 
ford  Times  counterproposal.  The  Hart¬ 
ford  Times  argued  that  the  Hartford 
area  should  be  considered  in  terms  of  the 
Hartford-New  Britain  metropolitan  dis¬ 
trict  with  a  population  of  501,000,  mak¬ 
ing  it  the  third  largest  in  the  New  Eng¬ 
land  area  and  vastly  more  important  as 
a  population  and  economic  center  than 
New  London.  It  was  also  urged  that  78 
percent  of  the  service  area  of  a  VHP 
station  operating  on  Channel  3  at  Hart¬ 
ford  would  overlap  the  service  area  of  a 
VHF  station  operating  on  Channel  3  at 
New  London.  With  respect  to  its  pro¬ 
posal  to  utilize  Channel  47  at  New  Lon¬ 
don,  Hartford  Times  recognized  that 
such  assignment  would  result  in  a  vio¬ 
lation  of  the  UHP  assignment  limitation 
requiring  60-mile  separation  to  pre'vent 
Interference  due  to  oscillator  radiation 
but  asserted  that  the  interference  would 
be  at  a  minimum. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  The  Hartford  Times 


counterproposals.  Thames  Broadcasting  | 
Corp.  opposed  the  deletion  of  VHP  | 
Channel  3  from  New  London.  CBS,  Ma¬ 
theson  Radio  Company,  Greylock  Broad-  i 
casting  Company,  Regional  TV  Corpo¬ 
ration  and  Hampden-Hampshire  op¬ 
posed  the  counterproposal  of  Hartford 
Times  since  it  was  mutually  exclusive 
with  counterproposals  for  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  channels  to  Boston,  Pitts¬ 
field,  and  Springfield.  Lewiston-Auburn 
Broadcasting  Corp.,  opposed  the  substi¬ 
tution  of  Channel  3  for  Channel  8  in 
Lewiston. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  Travelers 
Broadcasting  Service  Corp.  Travelers 
Broadcasting  Service  Corp.  proposed  2 
alternative  plans  for  the  assignment  of 
a  first  VHP  channel  and  a  third  UHP 
channel  to  Hartford.  Plan  1  would  de¬ 
lete  Channel  3  from  New  London  and 
Plan  2  would  delete  Channel  10  from 
Providence  by  making  the  following 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commission  in  the  Third  Notice. 


Third  Notice 

Plan  1 

City 

VHF  Chan-] 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

[viIF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Channel  No. 

18,24 

13 

18,  24,  [81  or  83) 

3 

♦a 

63,  plus  [22  or  81  or  S31 

3 

40 

40 

8 

17 

13 

17 

10, 12 

If),  *22 

10. 12 

16  iilns  1221  if  SI  or 

signed  to  New  London 

I 

Plan  2 

18.24 

(101 

18,  24,  [81  or  831 

iTovidenee,  It.  I . j 

10,12 

16.  *22 

IH.  12 

16,  *22 

(f)  Statement  in  support  of  Travelers 
Broadcasting  Service  Corp.  counterpro¬ 
posal.  In  support  of  its  request  to  delete 
Channel  3  from  New  London,  Travelers 


as.serted  that  the  population  of  the  Hart¬ 
ford  area  is  356,000  compared  to  New 
London’s  30,267 ;  that  Channel  3  at  Han¬ 
ford  would  serve  more  persons  and  area 
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than  a  similar  operation  at  New  London; 
that  the  use  of  Channel  3  at  New  London 
would  be  wasteful  since  approximately 
half  of  the  signal  would  be  lost  over 
water ;  and  that  UHP  would  not  be  suit¬ 
able  to  the  terrain  in  the  Hartford  area. 
With  respect  to  its  proposal  to  assign 
Providence’s  Channel  10  to  Hartford, 
Travelers  stated  that  the  use  of  this 
channel  at  Hartford  would  bring  a  first 
service  to  a  large  population  center 
in  addition  to  providing  a  second  VHP 
service  to  an  even  greater  population; 
while  the  use  of  this  channel  at  Provi¬ 
dence  would  merely  duplicate  the  service 
area  of  an  existing  VHP  station  in  that 
city. 

(g)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun~ 
terproposals  to  Travelers  Broadcasting 
Service  Corporation.  Oppositions  to  the 
above  counterproposal  have  been  filed 
by  Thames  Broadcasting  Corporation, 
Cherry  &  Webb  Broadcasting  Company, 
and  the  Outlet  Company,  WTAG,  Inc., 
Regional  TV  Corporation.  Greylock 
Broadcasting  Company,  CBS;  Matheson 
Radio  Company;  Lewiston  -  Auburn 
Broadcasting  Corporation  and  Hamp- 
den-IIampshire  Corporation. 

New  Haven 

263.  (a)  Census  data.  The  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  of  New  Haven  has  a  population 
of  263,000  and  the  city  of  New  Haven  has 
a  population  of  164,000. 

(b)  Existing  statiori.  Elm  City  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  is  licensed  for  the 
operation  of  Station  WNHC-TV,  New 
Haven,  on  Channel  6.  This  station  is 
presently  operating  as  a  community  sta¬ 
tion  with  2  kw  power  at  510  feet  antenna 
height.  The  Commission  ordered  the 
licensee  to  show  cause  why  the  license  of 
WNHC-TV  should  not  be  modified  to 
specify  operation  on  Channel  8  in  lieu  of 
Channel  6.  The  Third  Notice  proposed 
to  remove  the  community  classification 
of  this  station  and  would  permit  the  sta¬ 
tion  to  operate  with  full  power  and  an¬ 
tenna  height. 

(c)  Answer  of  Elm  City  Broadcasting 
Corp.,  to  show  cause  order.  Elm  City 
Broadcasting  Corporation  acceded  to  the 
Commission’s  proposed  change  in  assign¬ 
ment  for  WNHC-TV  but  limited  its  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  the  change  on  the  condition 
that  the  proposals  set  forth  in  Appen¬ 
dices  A  and  B  of  the  Third  Notice  be 
finalized  without  substantial  change 
prejudicial  to  Elm  City  and  that  the  fre¬ 
quency  assignments  proposed  in  Appen¬ 
dix  C  of  the  Third  Notice  for  communi¬ 
ties  in  Connecticut  be  adopted.  The 
Commission  indicated  in  the  Third  Notice 
that  antenna  heights  above  500  feet 
would  not  be  authorized  w’hcre  the  effect 
cf  the  utilization  of  such  heights  would 
cause  adjacent  channel  interference  to 
the  Grade  A  service  area  of  another  sta¬ 
tion  assuming  operation  by  such  station 
with  maximum  power  and  an  antenna 
height  of  500  feet.  Adjacent  channel  in¬ 
terference  was  to  be  calculated  on  the 
ba.sis  of  0  db  ratio.  The  American  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Inc.,  licensee  of  Sta¬ 
tion  WJZ-’TV  operating  on  Channel  7  in 
New  York  City,  and  General  Teleradio 
Inc.,  licensee  of  Station  WOR-TV  oper¬ 
ating  on  Channel  9  in  New  York  City, 
beth  opposed  the  assignment  of  WNHC- 
TV  on  Channel  8.  These  parties  stated, 


however,  that  they  would  have  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  use  of  this  channel  in  New 
Haven  If  the  conditions  with  respect  to 
the  use  of  antenna  heights  above  500  feet 
W'ere  modified  to  permit  the  use  of  such 
heights  without  regard  to  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  Interference  or  in  the  alternative,  if 
the  provisions  of  this  section  w’ere  waived 
for  Stations  WJZ-TV  and  WOR-TV. 

Educational  Reservations  in  the  State  of 
Connecticut 

264.  (a)  The  Storrs  educational  reser¬ 
vation.  The  University  of  Connecticut 
supported  the  reservation  of  UHP  Chan¬ 
nel  26  in  Storrs  for  non-commercial  edu¬ 
cational  use.  The  University  stated, 
however,  that  “definite  action  based  upon 
adequate  financial  support  from  State 
public  monies  stands  little  chance  of  be¬ 
coming  an  immediate  reality”;  and  that 
unless  an  educational  channel  was  re¬ 
served  for  at  least  a  decade  their  plans 
for  an  educational  television  station 
could  not  be  realized. 

(b)  Counterpxopcsal  of  Connecticut 
State  Board  of  Education.  The  Con¬ 
necticut  State  Board  of  Education  re¬ 
quested  the  reservation  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  of  the  following 
UHP  channels:  Bridgeport,  Channel  43; 
Hartford.  Channel  18 ;  Norwich.  Channel 
57;  and  Waterbury,  Channel  53.'*  As  an 
alternative  to  the  request  for  the  above 
listed  channels,  the  Connecticut  State 
Beard  of  Education  requested  a  revision 
of  the  Commission’s  proposed  policy  with 
respect  to  UHP  flexibility  channels. 
Specifically,  the  State  Board  of  Educa¬ 
tion  requested  that  the  Commission  per¬ 
mit  an  educational  institution  to  apply 
for  such  a  channel  in  any  community  in 
which  no  television  channel  had  been 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  The  State  Board  of  Education  also 
requested  that  “the  Commission  propose 
a  plan  which  will  allow  coverage  of  east¬ 
ern  Connecticut  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cation  without  entirely  eliminating  the 
possibility  of  a  commercial  station  in 
that  large  area.”  The  Board  submitted  a 
statement  by  the  Acting  Governor  of 
Connecticut  declaring  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  state  administration  to 
introduce  before  the  State  General  As¬ 
sembly  a  bill  proposing  the  authorization 
to  the  State  Board  of  Education  of 
$1,200,000  for  the  construction  and  op¬ 
eration*  of  an  educational  broadcast 
service  to  serve  the  entire  State  of  Con¬ 
necticut.  The  bill  in  question,  if  ap¬ 
proved,  would  be  effective  during  the 
budgetary  period,  fiscal  1953-1955. 

Conclusions:  Boston  and  Durham 

265.  The  counterproposal  of  CES,  in 
so  far  as  it  requests  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  9  in  Boston  by  the  substi¬ 
tution  of  UHP  Channel  56  or  a  flexibility 
channel  In  Durham  for  VHP  Channel  11 
(Plans  2  and  3)  must  be  denied  for  the 
reason  that  it  would  result  in  tw’o  viola¬ 
tions  of  the  minimum  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  separations. 


**  By  Memorandum  Opinion  and  Order 
dated  October  31,  1951,  the  Commission 
Etated  It  would  not  consider  the  requests 
of  the  Board  for  a  reservation  of  Channels 
57  In  Norwich  and  53  in  Waterbury. 


266.  The  CBS  counterproposal  (Plans 
2  and  3)  would  require  co-channel  oper¬ 
ation  of  Channel  11  in  New  York  and 
Providence.  WJAR-TV  is  now  operat¬ 
ing  on  Channel  11  in  Providence  and 
WPIX  is  operating  on  this  frequency  in 
New  York  City.  The  distance  between 
the  transmitters  of  these  stations  is  160 
miles.  It  was  to  improve  this  low  co¬ 
channel  separation  that  the  Commission 
issued  a  show  cause  order  in  this  pro¬ 
ceeding  which  would  require  WJAR-TV 
to  move  to  Channel  10.  Under  the 
Commission’s  plan,  the  nearest  co-chan¬ 
nel  station  to  WJAR-TV  would  be  lo¬ 
cated  in  Augusta,  Maine,  at  a  distance 
of  approximately  185  miles.  The  CBS 
counterproposal  (Plans  2  and  3)  would 
also  require  co-channel  operation  of 
Channel  13  at  Providence  and  Station 
WATV  at  Newark,  New  Jersey.  WATV 
is  presently  operating  on  Channel  13  at 
Newark  and  its  transmitter  is  165  miles 
from  Providence.  The  Commission’s 
assignment  plan  would  not  involve  such 
co-channel  operation  but  would  place 
the  second  Providence  VHF  assignment 
on  Channel  12.  The  nearest  co-channel 
assignment  to  Providence  on  Channel  12 
is  Binghamton,  New  York,  at. a  separa¬ 
tion  of  about  235  miles.  Furtlier,  we 
find  that  a  reduction  in  the  number  of 
VHF  assignments  in  New  Hampshire  to 
one  is  not  warranted  in  order  to  make 
another  VHP  assignment  for  the  City  of 
Boston  and  the  State  of  Massachusetts. 

267.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  CBS 
counterproposal  (Plans  2  and  3)  would 
in  two  instances  reduce  the  cc-channel 
separations  proposed  by  the  Commission 
below  the  minimum  separations  adopted 
herein  and  would  reduce  the  number  of 
VHP  assignments  in  New  Hampshire  to 
one,  the  CB3  proposal,  in  so  far  as  it 
requests  the  deletion  of  VHF  Channel  11 
from  Durham  (Plans  2  and  3) ,  is  denied. 
On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  11  in  Durham  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Boston,  Hartford,  Spring^ 

field,  Holyoke,  Worcester,  Providence 

268.  The  counterproposals  of  CES 
(Plan  1)  and  Matheson  Radio  Co.,  re¬ 
quested  the  deletion  of  Channel  10  from 
Providence  in  order  to  assign  a  VHP 
channel  to  Boston.  In  addition,  the 
counterproposal  of  Matheson  Radio  Co., 
would  delete  Channel  9  from  Man¬ 
chester,  New  Hampshire,  a  city  of  83,(K0 
people,  Tlie  counterproposals  of  Hamp- 
den-Hampshire  and  Travelers  Broad¬ 
casting  Service  Corporation  (Plan  2) 
also  requested  the  deletion  of  Channel  10 
from  Providence  in  order  to  assign  a 
VHF  channel  to  Spi'ingfield-Holyoke  and 
Hartford,  respectively.  The  counter¬ 
proposal  of  WTAG.  Inc.,  requested  the 
deletion  of  Channel  12  from  Providence 
in  order  to  assign  that  channel  to 
Worcester. 

269.  All  of  the  foregoing  counterpro¬ 
posals  seek  the  deletion  of  a  VHF  channel 
from  Providence.  Upon  careful  con¬ 
sideration  of  all  the  evidence,  we  believe 
that  these  counterpropo.sals  must  be  de¬ 
nied.  The  entire  State  of  Rhode  Island, 
with  a  population  of  792,000,  has  but  two 
VHF  assignments;  and  both  of  these 
are  located  in  the  City  of  Providence, 
which  ranljs  19th  among  the  Nation’s 
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metropolitan  areas  and  is  the  second 
largest  city  in  the  New  England  area 
with  a  metropolitan  area  population  of 
737,000.  The  Matheson  Radio  Company 
counterproposal  would,  in  addition,  de¬ 
lete  the  only  VHP  commercial  assign¬ 
ment  from  the  State  of  New  Hampshire. 
It  is  our  view,  under  the  circumstances 
presented,  that  the  reduction  of  the  VHP 
assignments  in  Rhode  Island  to  one 
would  result  in  an  unfair  and  inequi¬ 
table  distribution  of  assignments  among 
the  states  and  that  the  record  does  not 
support  the  deletion  of  a  VHP  channel 
from  Providence.  Moreover,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  counterproposals  of  CBS  and 
Matheson,  we  do  not  believe  the  record 
warrants  the  deletion  of  an  assignment 
from  a  city  as  large  and  as  Important 
as  Providence  in  order  to  create  another 
assignment  for  Boston.  Accordingly, 
the  counterproposals  of  CBS,  Hamp- 
den-Hampshire  Corporation.  Travelers 
Broadcasting  Service  Corporation,  and 
WTAG,  Inc.,  are  denied  in  so  far  as  they 
request  the  deletion  of  a  VHP  channel 
from  Providence;  and  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  Matheson  Radio  Coompany  re¬ 
questing  the  substitution  of  UHP  chan¬ 
nels  for  VHP  channels  in  Providence  and 
Manchester  is  also  denied. 

Conclusions:  Shoiv  Cause  Order 
iWJAR-TV) 

270.  An  appropriate  authorization  will 
be  issued  to  the  Outlet  Company  to 
specify  operation  of  WJAR-TV  on 
Channel  10. 

Conclusions:  Providence  Educational 
Reservation 

271.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  UHP  Channel  22  in  Provi¬ 
dence  for  non-commercial  educational 
use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  The  Boston  Educational 
Reservation 

272.  The  educational  organizations  in 
Boston  have  demonstrated  their  interest 
In  establishing  a  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  station  in  the  Boston 
area.  They  have  supported  this  inter¬ 
est  with  concrete  plans  to  establish  such 
a  station  by  banding  together  in  an  asso¬ 
ciation.  the  Lowell  Institute  Cooperative 
Council  of  Boston.  They  have  mobilized 
their  resources  and,  further,  have 
already  established  a  noncommercial 
educational  PM  station. 

273.  As  set  out  above,  CBS  opposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  2  in  Boston 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  and 
requested  the  assignment  of  that  chan¬ 
nel  for  commercial  use.  We  recognize 
that  competition  in  broadcasting,  both 
at  the  national  and  local  level,  should 
be  maintained  and  stimulated.  How¬ 
ever,  the  reservation  of  channels  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  of  necessity 
results  in  a  reduction  of  potential  com¬ 
mercial  competition  by  providing  fewer 
channels  to  the  commercial  service.  But 
the  demands  of  commercial  interests  and 
educational  interests  for  the  assignment 
of  channels  to  their  respective  services 
require  an  evaluation  of  the  ends  to  be 
served  by  both  classes  of  stations.  We 
can  find  no  justification  on  the  record 
for  the  conclusion  that  the  alleged  de¬ 
mands  of  economic  competition  out¬ 


weigh  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from 
noncommercial  educational  television  so 
as  to  require  us  to  deviate  from  our  gen¬ 
eral  policy  w’ith  respect  to  the  designa¬ 
tion  of  educational  reservations  and 
place  the  Boston  reservation  in  the  UHP. 

274.  We  reject  CBS’s  contention  that 
the  availability  to  it  of  a  commercial 
channel  in  Boston  is  an  appropriate 
matter  for  our  consideration  at  this  time. 
In  this  rule  making  proceeding  w’e  are 
concerned  with  the  assignment  of  chan¬ 
nels  to  meet  the  needs  and  interests  of 
states  and  communities  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  and  commercial  televi¬ 
sion.  The  qualifications  or  particular 
circumstances  of  individual  applicants 
are  matters  that  can  and  should  be 
fully  determined  in  licensing  proceed¬ 
ings. 

275.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  CBS 
counterproposal  is  denied  in  so  far  as  it 
requests  a  shift  of  the  reservation  to  a 
UHP  channel  and  the  reservation  of 
Channel  2  in  Boston  for  noncommercial 
educational  use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Boston  and  Brockton 

276.  The  counterproposal  of  Enterprise 
Publishing  Company  seeks  the  assign¬ 
ment  to  Brockton  of  a  VHP  channel  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  'Third  Notice  for  Boston. 
Brockton  will  receive  Grade  A  service 
from  the  operation  of  VHP  stations  in 
Boston  since  it  is  located  less  than  20 
miles  from  that  city.  It  is  our  view  that 
where  a  community  seeks  a  first  VHP 
assignment  by  the  deletion  of  a  VHP  as¬ 
signment  from  one  of  the  very  largest 
cities  of  the  United  States,  the  deletion  is 
not  warranted  where  the  smaller  city 
receives  Grade  A  VHP  service  from  sta¬ 
tions  located  in  the  larger  city.  It  is  our 
view,  therefore,  that  the  deletion  of  a 
VHP  assignment  from  a  city  as  large  and 
as  important  as  Boston  to  create  one  for 
Brockton  is  not  warranted. 

Conclusions:  Springfield-Holyoke.  Hart» 
ford,  Pittsfield,  New  London 

277.  Parties  in  three  cities,  Springfield, 
Hartford,  and  Pittsfield,  seek  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  3  for  their  respective 
cities  by  deleting  that  channel  from  New 
London.  The  counterproposals  of  Re¬ 
gional  TV  Corporation  and  Hampden- 
Hampshire  Corporation  requested  the 
deletion  of  Channel  3  from  New  London 
and  the  assignment  of  that  channel  to 
Springfield.  The  counterproposal  of 
Greylock  Broadcasting  Corporation  re¬ 
quested  the  deletion  of  Channel  3  from 
New  London  and  the  assignment  of  that 
channel  to  Pittsfield.  The  counterpro¬ 
posals  of  Hartford  Times,  Inc.,  and  Trav¬ 
elers  Broadcasting  Service  Corporation 
requested  the  deletion  of  Channel  3  from 
New  London  and  the  assignment  of  that 
channel  to  Hartford. 

278.  We  stated  above  in  connection 
with  the  discussion  of  requests  for  the 
deletion  of  a  VHP  channel  from  Provi¬ 
dence  that  the  reduction  of  VHP  assign¬ 
ments  in  Rhode  Island  to  one  would,  in 
our  view,  result  In  an  unfair  and  in¬ 
equitable  distribution  of  assignments 
among  the  states.  We  are  of  the  same 
view  with  respect  to  requests  for  the 
deletion  of  a  VHP  channel  from  New 
London  in  order  to  assign  a  channel  to 
Pittsfield  or  to  Springfield-Holyoke.  We 


do  not  believe,  under  the  circumstances 
presented,  that  the  second  VHP  channel 
proposed  to  be  assigned  to  Connecticut 
should  be  deleted  in  order  to  assign  a 
fifth  VHP  channel  to  the  State  of  Mas¬ 
sachusetts. 

279.  It  is  our  view,  however,  that  the 
requests  for  the  deletion  of  Channel  3 
from  New  London  in  order  to  assign  that 
channel  to  Hartford  are  meritorious  and 
should  be  granted.  The  proposed  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  3  to  New  London  was 
predicated  primarily  on  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  desire  for  maintaining  optimum 
co-channel  spacings  wherever  possible. 
The  Commission  has  reconsidered  the 
need  for  such  wider  spacings  in  this  area. 
In  light  of  the  record,  we  have  deter¬ 
mined  that  closer  spacings  can  be  uti¬ 
lized  in  an  area  such  as  New  England 
where  high  population  centers  lie  in  very 
close  proximity.  The  population  of  Hart¬ 
ford  is  more  than  5  times  the  population 
of  New  London,  and  Hartford  is  pres¬ 
ently  without  any  VHP  assignment. 
Moreover,  the  New  London  area  would 
receive  VHP  service  from  stations  lo¬ 
cated  in  Providence  and  New  Haven ;  and 
if  Hartford  is  assigned  a  VHP  channel. 
New  London  would  receive  Grade  A  serv¬ 
ice  from  a  station  in  Hartford.  It  is  our 
view,  therefore,  that  Channel  3  should 
be  deleted  from  New  London  and  as¬ 
signed  to  Hartford. 

280.  Accordingly,  the  counterpropos¬ 
als  of  Regional  TV  Corporation,  Hamp¬ 
den- Hampshire  Corporation  and 
Greylock  Broadcasting  Corporation  are 
denied,  and  the  counterproposals  of  the 
Hartford  Times.  Inc.,  and  Travelers 
Broadcasting  Service  Corporation  are 
granted,  in  so  far  as  they  requested  the 
deletion  of  Channel  3  from  New  London 
and  the  assignment  of  that  channel  to 
Hartford. 

Conclusions:  Requests  for  UHF  Assign¬ 
ments  in  Connecticut 

281.  Counterproposals  have  been  filed 
by  three  parties  requesting  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  additional  UHP  channels  in  Con¬ 
necticut.  The  Hartford  Times,  Inc.,  re¬ 
quested  the  assignment  to  New  London 
of  Channel  47  to  replace  (Miannel  3.  It 
also  requested  that  two  additional  UHP 
channels,  Channel  59  proposed  for  New 
Haven  and  flexibility  Channel  81  be  also 
assigned  to  Hartford.  The  Connecticut 
State  Board  of  Education  requested  the 
reservation  for  noncommercial  use  of 
several  UHP  channels  in  Connecticut. 
Pinally,  there  is  the  request  of  Travelers 
Broadcasting  Service  Corporation  for  the 
assignment  of  UHP  Channel  81  or  83  to 
Hartford  and  the  assignment  of  a  UHP 
channel  to  New  London  to  replace  Chan- 

'nel  3. 

282.  Since  we  have  deleted  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  3  from  New  London,  it  is  our  view 
that  a  UHP  channel  should  be  assigned 
to  that  community  in  substitution  for 
the  deleted  channel.  Channel  47  can  not 
be  assigned  to  New  London  as  proposed 
by  Hartford  Times,  Inc.,  since  such  as¬ 
signment  would  be  in  violation  of  the 
minimum  separation  requirement  estab¬ 
lished  herein.  Accordingly,  UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  81  is  assigned  to  New  London. 

283.  There  remains  for  our  consider¬ 
ation  the  conflicting  UHF  demands  of 
the  Connecticut  State  Board  of  Educa- 
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tion  and  the  Hartford  commercial  inter¬ 
ests.**  It  is  our  view  that  on  the  basis  of 
the  record  the  request  of  the  Connect¬ 
icut  State  Board  of  Education  is  entitled 
to  the  highest  consideration.  The 
Board  of  Education  has  requested  edu¬ 
cational  reservations  in  Hartford  and 
Bridgeport,  and  in  addition  that  the 
Commission  propose  a  plan  which 
would  allow  coverage  of  eastern  Con¬ 
necticut  without  entirely  eliminating 
the  possibility  of  a  commercial  station 
in  that  area.  It  is  impossible  because 
of  the  scarcity  of  channels  in  this  area 
to  satisfy  the  whole  request  of  the  Con¬ 
necticut  State  Board  of  Education.  We 
i  feel,  however,  that  it  is  possible  to  grant 
j  the  counterproposal  to  the  following 
extent:  We  have  set  aside  Channel  24 
In  Hartford  to  be  reserved  for  use  by  a 
noncommercial  educational  station. 
Likewise,  we  have  reserved  Channel  71 
in  Bridgeport  and  Channel  63  in  Nor¬ 
wich  for  a  noncommercial  educational 
television  station.  To  accomplish  this 
we  have,  however,  deleted  the  assign¬ 
ment  to  Storrs,  and  substituted  Chan¬ 
nel  26  in  New  London  for  Channel  63. 
In  doing  so.  we  have  considered  the  fact 
that  a  Hartford  station  can  serve  Storrs. 
We  have  also  considered  that  there  is  a 
greater  likelihood,  on  the  basis  of  the 
record,  that  an  educational  station 
will  be  built  in  Norwich  than  in  Storrs. 
In  addition  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  a 
Hartford  station  would  also  provide 
service  to  Waterbury. 

284.  In  view  of  the  total  spectrum 
space  available  for  use  in  the  State  of 
Connecticut,  the  Commission  is  not  in  a 
position  to  grant  any  further  assign¬ 
ments  to  Hartford  for  commercial  pur- 
pose.s.  The  assignments  we  have  made 
permit  practically  no  further  assign¬ 
ments  in  this  area  in  either  the  VHP 
or  the  UHP.  Under  these  circumstances, 
further  assignments  to  Hartford  are  not 
warranted  and  the  requests  of  the  Hart¬ 
ford  Times,  Inc.,  and  Travelers  Broad¬ 
casting  Service  Corporation  for  addi¬ 
tional  UHP  assignments  in  Hartford 
must  be  denied. 

Conclusions:  New  Haven  CWNHC-TV) 
Show  Cause  Order 

285.  We  have  in  another  portion  of 
this  Report  discussed  the  problem  of 
whether  the  Commission,  In  effecting 
an  assignment  Table  and  in  establishing 
Rules  and  standards  for  the  assignment 
of  television  stations,  should  permit  the 
use  of  antenna  heights  above  500  feet 
without  regard  to  possible  adjacent 
channel  Interference  that  might  be 
caused  as  a  result  of  such  operation. 
We  have  there  reached  the  decision  that 
In  view  of  the  great  gain  in  service  areas 
at  the  expense  of  minor  interference,  and 
for  other  reasons  there  set  out,  the  Com¬ 
mission  will  permit  the  use  of  antenna 
heights  above  500  feet  without  regard  to 
adjacent  channel  interference  so  long 
as  specified  minimum  mileage  separa¬ 
tions  are  maintained. 

286.  The  situation  presented  with  re¬ 
spect  to  adjacent  channel  operation  in 
New  York  aiid  New  Haven  illustrates  the 


**  No  request  was  made  by  the  State  Board 
tw  a  VHP  reservation  In  Hartford  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use. 


soundness  of  the  Commission’s  decision 
on  this  matter.  The  record  indicates 
that  if  WJZ-TV  operates  with  200  kw  at 
its  present  site  on  the  Empire  State 
Building,  that  station  would  increase  its 
total  Grade  A  land  area  coverage  from 
3,670  to  5,430  square  miles,  an  increase 
of  48  percent.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
interference  area  that  would  be  caused 
to  WNHC-TV  operating  on  Channel  8 
with  200  kw  at  510  feet  would  be  only  75 
square  miles,  or  at  the  most.  88  square 
miles  as  contended  by  Elm  City.  The 
remaining  Grade  A  service  area  of 
WNHC-TV  would  be  approximately 
2400  square  miles.  Under  our  decision 
with  respect  to  power  and  height  in  Zone 
I,  the  interference  to  WNHC-TV  would 
be  slightly  increased  over  the  88  square 
mile  figure.  However,  the  total  Grade  A 
remaining  service  area  of  WNHC-TV 
would  be  considerably  increased.  We 
are  of  the  opinion  that  this  small  amount 
of  interference  should  not  negate  the 
great  gain  in  coverage  that  would  be  de¬ 
rived  from  the  operation  of  WJZ-TV  at 
its  present  antenna  height  with  full 
power.  Similarly.  WOR-TV  operating 
on  Channel  9  in  New  York  would  gain 
extended  coverage  with  the  use  of  full 
power  at  its  present  antenna  height  while 
the  interference  to  WNHC-TV  would  be 
slight.  We  do  not  believe  as  is  con¬ 
tended  here,  that  section  307  (b)  of  the 
Communications  Act  requires  us  to  pro¬ 
hibit  such  operation  of  WJZ-TV  and 
WOR-TV.  On  the  contrary,  we  are  of 
the  view  that  the  mandate  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  that  the  Commission 
shall  provide  an  efficient  distribution  of 
radio  service  requires  that  the  small 
amount  of  adjacent  channel  interference 
should  not  preclude  the  large  gain  in 
service  area.  In  any  event,  adjacent 
channel  interference  is  not  a  loss  of 
service  to  the  public  since  in  the  “inter¬ 
ference  area”  the  viewer  would  always 
have  at  least  one  service,  and  in  some 
areas  both  services. 

287.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
Commi.ssion  is  finalizing  the  assignment 
of  Channel  8  to  New  Haven.  An  appro¬ 
priate  authorization  to  Elm  City  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  will  be  issued  to 
specify  operation  of  WNHC-TV  on  Chan¬ 
nel  8. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 


288.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF 

Chaiuiel 

No. 

UHF 

Channel 

No. 

•11 
•2, 4, 5, 7 

44,60,50 
f.2 
04 
6.5,61 
14.  21) 
18,  *24 
59 

20.81 
43,  49.  *71 
67,  *63 
16,  *22 
53 

iVorcc-ster _ _ _ ...... _ 

3 

'  8 

Kpw  Hnvpn  -  _ 

T’rnvklnnm  _ _ _  _ 

10,12 

W.<»ff>rhiiry  _  _  .  _ 

HANOVER,  NEW  HAMPSHIRE:  EOUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 


289.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  no  channel  assignment  was 
proposed  for  Hanover. 


(b)  Counterproposal  of  DartmoiUh 
College.  Dartmouth  College  filed  a 
counterproposal  requesting  that  UHP 
Channel  21  be  assigned  to  Hanover  to  be 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  This  assignment  would  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  substituting  Chamiel  51  in 
Rochester,  New  Hampshire,  for  Channel 
21. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Dart¬ 
mouth  College  counterproposal.  Dart¬ 
mouth  College  stated  that  it  had  investi¬ 
gated  the  financing  required  for  the 
construction  of  UHF  television  transmit¬ 
ting  facilities  and  that  the  Board  of 
Trustees  was  prepared  to  seek  funds  for 
this  purpose.  Dartmouth  College's  total 
operating  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30, 1951,  was  in  excess  of  $5,400,- 
000.  Dartmouth’s  total  assets  as  of  June 
30,  1951,  were  in  excess  of  $38,000,000. 

(d)  Opposition  to  Dartmouth  College 
counterproposal.  Mid-Hudson  Broad¬ 
casters,  Inc.,  Poughkeepsie,  New  York, 
opposed  Dartmouth  College’s  counter¬ 
proposal  on  the  grounds  that  in  the  Third 
Notice.  Channel  21  was  assigned  to 
Poughkeepsie,  and  that  “the  mileage  sep¬ 
aration  between  Poughkeepsie,  New 
York,  and  Hanover,  New  Hampshire,  is 
158  miles.”  Mid-Hudson  pointed  out 
that  this  would  violate  the  minimum 
UHF  co-channel  spacing  (165  miles)  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Commission  in  its  Third 
Notice.  Both  Poughkeepsie  and  Han¬ 
over  are  situated  in  Zone  I. 

Conclusions 

290.  We  have  above  reconsidered  the 
matter  of  co-channel  spacings  and  have 
reduced  the  minimum  UHF  co-channel 
assignment  spacing  in  Zone  I  to  155 
miles.  On  the  basis  of  this  revised  mini¬ 
mum  mileage  separations  requirement, 
and  in  view  of  the  foregoing,  it  is  con¬ 
cluded,  that  UHP  Channel  21  should  be 
assigned  to  Hanover  and  reserved  for 
non-commercial  educational  use.  Chan¬ 
nel  51  will,  therefore,  be  substituted  in 
Rochester,  New  Hampshire,  in  place  of 
Channel  21. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 

291.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 

UHF 

city:  Channel  No. 

Rochester,  N.  H _  61 

Hanover,  N.  H _  *21 

STATE  OF  NEW  YORK:  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

292.  (eL")  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  following  reservations  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use  in  New  York 


State: 

UHF 

city:  Channel  No. 

Albany-Schenectady-Troy _  •  17 

Binghamton _  *46 

Buffalo _  *23 

Ithaca _  *14 

New  York  City .  *25 

Rochester _  *21 

Syracuse _  *43 

Utlca-Rome _  *25 


(b)  Support  of  the  educational  res¬ 
ervations.  The  Board  of  Regents  of  the 
University  of  the  State  of  New  York 
supported  the  foregoing  reservations  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  in  the 
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state  of  New  York.  The  Board  stated 
that  it  proposes  to  utilize  the  resources 
of  more  than  8,000  state  educational  and 
cultural  institutions  to  afford  educa¬ 
tional  opportunities  to  more  than  91 
percent  of  the  population  of  the  state. 
Sample  program  schedules,  detailed  as 
to  content  and  objectives,  were  submit¬ 
ted  by  the  Board.  The  Board  proposes 
to  construct  a  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  network  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $3,855,540  with  an  annual 
technical  operating  cost  of  $2,273,941 
based  on  16  hours  of  operation  Monday 
through  Friday  and  12  hours  Saturday 
and  Sunday.  Programming  would  be 
apportioned  among  the  public  and  pri¬ 
vate  institutions  under  its  supervision 
and  costs  will  be  borne  by  participating 
institutions  supplemented  by  state  aid. 
Statements  were  also  filed  by  the  fol¬ 
lowing  institutions  in  support  of  the  res¬ 
ervations  of  channels  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  their  respective 
communities  and  in  support  of  the  State 
Board’s  plan  for  a  State-wide  network: 
The  City  College  of  the  City  of  New 
York,  the  Board  of  Education  of  the 
City  of  New  York,  Pordham  University, 
The  College  of  Forestry  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  Syracuse  University,  the 
Brooklyn  Public  Library,  the  New  York 
State  College  for  Teachers  at  Buffalo, 
the  University  of  Rochester,  the  Roches¬ 
ter  Institute  of  Technology,  Rochester 
Board  of  Education  and  the  University 
of  Buffalo.  No  oppositions  were  filed 
with  respect  to  the  educational  reserva¬ 
tions  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Board  of  Re~ 
gents  of  the  University  of  the  State  of 
New  York.  The  Board  of  Regents  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  reservation  of  a 
channel  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  in  New  York  City,  Malone,  and 
Poughkeepsie. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Board  of 
Regents  counterproposal.  With  respect 
to  New  York  City,  the  board  requested 
that  either  UHF  Channel  19  or  31,  which 
the  Commission  proposed  to  assign  for 
commercial  use,  be  reserved  instead  for 
noncommercial  educational  me.  The 
board  urged  that  one  educational  station 
in  New  York  City  is  inadequate  to  meet 
the  needs  of  a  State-wide  program  and 
the  special  educational  needs  of  the  city 
itself.  No  oppositions  were  filed  to  this 
counterproposal.  With  respect  to  Ma¬ 
lone,  the  board  requested  that  UHF 
Channel  20,  which  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  to  assign  for  commercial  me,  be 
reserved  instead  for  noncommercial  me. 
In  the  alternative,  the  board  requested 
the  assignment  and  reservation  of  an 
additional  channel  for  noncommercial 
education  use.  No  oppositions  were  filed 
to  this  counterproposal.  With  respect  to 
Poughkeepsie,  the  board  requested  that 
UHF  Channel  21,  w^hich  the  Commission 
proposed  to  assign  for  commercial  use, 
be  reserved  instead  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  ’The  Mid-Hudson 
Broadcasters,  Inc.,  of  Poughkeepsie  op¬ 
posed  this  request  on  the  grounds  that 
it  would  be  in  violation  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  announced  method  employed  in 
the  making  of  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  station  reservations.  In  the  alter¬ 
native.  the  board  requested  the  assign¬ 


ment  and  reservation  of  an  additional 
channel  for  noncommercial  educational 
me.  No  oppositions  were  filed  to  this 
alternative  request. 

Conclusions 

293.  We  believe  the  record  supports  the 
assignment  and  reservation  of  channels 
in  Malone  and  Poughkeepsie  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  Since  we 
have  assigned  only  one  channel  to  these 
cities  for  commercial  purposes,  we  are 
assigning  Channel  66  to  Malone  and 
Channel  83  to  Poughkeepsie  and  we  are 
reserving  these  channels  for  use  by  non¬ 
commercial  educational  stations.” 

294.  In  view  of  the  total  spectrum 
space  available  for  use  in  this  area,  we 
do  not  believe  the  Board  of  Regents’ 
request  for  the  reservation  of  a  second 
channel  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  in  New  York  City  is  warranted.  The 
assignments  we  have  made  herein  per¬ 
mit  practically  no  further  assignments 
in  this  area  in  either  the  VHP  or  the 
UHF.  This  portion  of  the  request  of  the 
Board  of  Regents  is  therefore  denied. 

295.  On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing,  the 
reservations  of  channels  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  me  in  Albany-Sche- 
nectady-'Troy,  Binghamton.  Buffalo. 
Ithaca,  New  York  City,  Rochester,  Syra¬ 
cuse,  and  Utica-Rome  are  finalized. 

Final  Reservations 

296.  The  following  reservations  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  are 


adopted : 

VHF 

City:  Channel  No. 

Albany-Schenectady-Troy _  *17 

Binghamton _  *46 

Buffalo _  *23 

Ithaca _  *14 

Malone _  *66 

New  York  City _  *25 

Poughkeepsie _ *83 

Rochester _  *21 

Syracuse _ *43 

Utlca-Rome _  *25 


BINGHAMTON,  NEW  YORK 

297.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  12  and  UHF  Channels  40 
and  46  for  Binghamton,  with  Channel 
46  reserved  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Binghamton  has  a 
population  of  184,000  and  the  City  of 
Binghamton  has  a  population  of  81,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  Clark  Asso¬ 
ciates,  Inc.,  is  licensed  for  the  operation 
of  Station  WNBF-TV  on  Channel  12. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Bingham¬ 
ton  Broadcasters,  Inc.  Binghamton 
Broadcasters,  Inc.,  proposed  the  addi¬ 
tional  assignment  of  Channel  7  to 


"  The  Board  of  Regents  also  suggested 
that  provision  be  made  for  share  time  opera¬ 
tion  as  between  noncommercial  educational 
and  other  television  services  if  no  “reasonable 
solution  to  the  problem"  presented  in  Malone 
and  Poughkeepsie  could  be  found.  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  channels  have  now  been 
reserved  in  these  cities  for  use  by  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  stations,  this  suggestion 
has  been  given  no  further  consideration. 


Binghamton.  No  other  changes  in  the 
assignments  proposed  by  the  Commis- 
Sion  in  the  Third  Notice  were  requested. 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  Bingi 
hamton  Broadcasters,  Inc.,  counter¬ 
proposal.  Binghamton  Broadcasters. 
Inc.,  urged  that  the  additional  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  7  to  Binghamton  is 
necessary  to  achieve  a  fair  and  equitable 
distribution  of  television  service,  it 
was  recognized  by  Binghamton  Broad¬ 
casters.  Inc.,  that  a  grant  of  its  coun¬ 
terproposal  would  result  in  a  co-channel 
assignment  separation  of  136  and  160 
miles,  respectively,  to  WJZ-'TV,  New 
York,  and  Buffalo. 

(f)  Oppositions.  The  American 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  New  York, 
licensee  of  Station  WJZ-TV,  the  Buf¬ 
falo  Courier  Express,  Inc.,  of  Buffalo  and 
Meredith  Syracuse  Television  Corpora¬ 
tion,  licensee  of  Station  WHEN  at  Syra¬ 
cuse,  New  York,  opposed  the  Bingham¬ 
ton  counterproposal. 

Conclusions 

298.  The  counterproposal  of  Bing¬ 
hamton  Broadcasters,  Inc.,  must  be  de¬ 
nied  for  the  reason  that  it  would  result 
in  co-channel  assignment  separations 
between  Binghamton  and  WJZ-TV, 
New  York,  and  between  Binghamton 
and  Buffalo  below  the  minimum  pro¬ 
vided  by  our  decision  herein  for  Zone  I. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


299.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

□el  No. 

nel  No. 

Binghamton _ _ _ 

12 

40.  •« 

BUFFALO,  NIAGARA  FALLS,  ITHACA,  NEW  YORK 

300.  Proposed  assignments  and  reser¬ 
vations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Com¬ 
mission  proposed  the  following  assign¬ 
ments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  .No. 

BufTalo . . .......... 

4,7 

2 

17,  *23 

Ithaca _ _ _ _ _ _ 

•i4.» 

Buffalo-Niacara  Falls 

301.  (a)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Buffalo  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  1,089,000.  The  city  of  Buffalo 
has  a  population  of  577,000.  The  city 
of  Niagara  Falls  has  a  population  of 
91,000. 

(b)  Existing  stations.  WBEN,  Inc.,  is 
licensed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WBEN-TV  on  Channel  4  at  Buffalo. 

(c)  Joint  counterproposal  of  Buffalo 
Courier  Express,  Inc.,  WGR  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Corporation,  and  WKBW,  Inc. 
Buffalo  Courier  Express,  Inc.,  WGR 
Broadcasting  Corporation,  and  WKBW, 
Inc.,  have  filed  joint  counterproposals 
requesting  the  assignment  of  Channels 
2  and  9  by  making  the  following 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commission  in  the  Third  Notice. 
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Schenectady-Troy  Is  warranted.  An 
appropriate  authorization  will  be  issued 
to  General  Electric  Company  to  specify 
operation  of  WRGB  on  Channel  6. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


321.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted. 


City 

1 

VHFChan- 
n«  l  Xo. 

UIIFChan- 
wl  Xo. 

AU'iiny  Schnicctady-Troy _ 

6 

•J7,  23,41 
35 

48 

62 

KINGSTON,  NEW  YORK 

322.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Tliird  Notice  the  Commission  did  not 
propose  any  assignments  to  the  city  of 
Kinf;ston. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Kings¬ 
ton  has  a  population  of  29,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Kingston 
Broadcasting  Corporation.  Kingston 
Broadcasting  Corporation  requests  that 
Channel  66  be  assigned  to  Kingston. 

(d »  Statement  in  support  of  the  Kings- 
ton  Broadcasting  Corp.  counterproposal. 
Kingston  Broadcasting  Corp.  stated  that 
other  less  populated  communities  in  the 
States  of  New  York,  Massachusetts,  and 
Connecticut  have  been  assigned  one  or 
more  channels. 

Conclusion 

I 

323.  The  Commission  believes  that  the 
record  supports  the  assignment  of  a 
channel  to  Kingston,  New  York.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  counterproposal  of  Kings¬ 
ton  Broadcasting  Corp.  is  granted. 

Final  Assignment 

324.  The  following  assignment  is 
adopted ; 

VHP 

City:  Channel  No. 

Kingston _  66 

NEWARK,  NEW  JERSEY;  AND  NEW  YORK, 
NEW  YORK 

325.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservation; 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  Xo. 

ncl  Xo. 

N’owark . 

13 

New  York  City . 

2, 4,5,7,9,11 

19,  *2.5,  si 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  New  York-Northeastern 
New  Jersey  has  a  population  of  12,912,- 
000.  The  cities  of  Newark  and  New  York 
have  populations  of  439,000  and  7,892,000, 
respectively. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  Bremer  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  has  a  construction 
permit  for  Station  WATV,  Newark,  on 
Channel  13,  and  is  operating  under  spe¬ 
cial  temporary  authorization;  Allen  B. 
DuMont  Laboratories,  Inc.,  is  licensed 
for  Station  WABD,  New  York  City,  on 
Channel  5;  Columbia  Broadcasting  Sys- 

No.  87— Pt.  II - 6 


tern,  Inc.,  Is  licensed  for  Station  WCBS- 
TV,  New  York  City,  on  Channel  2;  Amer¬ 
ican  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.,  has  a  con¬ 
struction  permit  for  Station  WJZ-TV, 
on  Channel  7  in  New  York  City,  and  is 
operating  under  special  temporary  au¬ 
thorization;  National  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  is  licensed  for  Station  WNBT,  New 
York  City,  on  Channel  4 ;  Don  Lee  Broad¬ 
casting  System  is  licensed  for  Station 
WOR-TV,  New  York  City,  on  Channel  9; 
WPIX,  Inc.,  has  a  construction  permit 
for  Station  WPIX,  New  York  City,  on 
Channel  11,  and  is  operating  under  spe¬ 
cial  temporary  authorization. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Bremer 
Broadcasting  Corporation.  Bremer 
Broadcasting  Corporation  requested  that 
instead  of  separate  assignments  for  New¬ 
ark  and  New  York  City,  the  Commission 
retain  the  area  designation  contained  in 
the  existing  rules  and  regulations  and 
assign  all  the  channels  to  the  New  York- 
Northeastern  New  Jersey  area. 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  the 
Bremer  counterproposal.  It  was  as¬ 
serted  that  inasmuch  as  the  1950  census 
records  list  New  York  and  Northeastern 
New  Jersey  as  one  metropolitan  area, 
separate  assignments  of  channels  in  such 
an  undivided  metropolitan  area  is  un¬ 
reasonable  and  would  not  constitute  a 
fair,  effleient,  and  equitable  distribution 
of  radio  facilities.  Bremer  contended 
that  there  is  no  inconsistency  in  its  being 
licensed  to  serve  the  New  Jersey  area  in 
particular,  while  at  the  .^ame  time  it 
serves  the  whole  New  York-Northeast¬ 
ern  New  Jersey  metropolitan  area;  and 
that  assigning  Channel  13  to  New  York- 
Northeastern  New  Jersey  metropolitan 
area  would  be  “without  diminution  of 
[its]  obligation  to  render  an  adequate 
electrical  and  acceptable  program  serv¬ 
ice  to  Newark  and  Northeastern  New 
Jersey.” 

(f)  Opposition.  WPIX,  Inc.,  opposed 
the  Bremer  counterproposal  and  sup¬ 
ported  the  Commission’s  assignments 
for  Newark  and  New  York  City.  WPIX 
asserted  that  WATV  w’as  licensed  as  a 
Newark  station  and  that  Channel  13 
should  be  classified  as  a  channel  as¬ 
signed  to  Ncv.’ark. 

Conclusions 

326.  We  do  not  believe  that  any  basis 
has  been  established  in  this  record  for 
the  assignment  of  channels  to  the  New 
York-Northeastern  New  Jersey  area. 
Prior  to  the  amendment  of  the  Table  of 
Assignments  in  this  proceeding.  Section 
3.606  of  the  Commission’s  Rules  provided 
for  the  assignment  of  channels  to  metro¬ 
politan  districts  as  defined  in  the  1940 
census.  The  assignments  proposed  in 
the  Third  Notice,  however,  and  the  final 
assignments  adopted  herein,  have  been 
made  to  particular  cities  only,  and  our 
Rules  have  been  predicated  upon  assign¬ 
ments  to  cities  and  not  to  areas.  Fur¬ 
ther,  upon  the  basis  of  the  record  we  are 
not  convinced  that  such  common  inter¬ 
ests  exist  between  New  York  City,  New 
York,  and  Newark,  New  Jersey,  so  as  to 
warrant  the  treatment  of  these  cities 
as  one  community  for  assignment  pur¬ 
poses.  Accordingly,  Channel  13  has 


been  assigned  to  Newark  and  not  to  the 
New  York-Northeastern  New  Jersey  area 
or  to  New  York  City  and  Newark  jointly. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation  ** 


327,  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted; 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
riel  Xo. 

UHF  Cl  aii- 
iicl  Xo. 

Kpw  A’ork.  X.  Y . . 

Newark,  X.  J . . 

2,  4,  5,  7,9. 11 
13 

31 

STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY  EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATIONS 

328.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  T’l 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  did  not 
propose  the  reservation  of  any  channels 
in  New  Jersey  communities  fer  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  State  of  New 
Jersey.  The  Commissioner  of  Educa¬ 
tion,  State  of  New  Jersey,  requested  that 
UHF  channels  be  assigned  to  Andover, 
New  Brunswick,  Montclair,  Eammenton, 
Freehold,  and  Camden.  The  request 
was  based  upon  a  survey  made  by  Du¬ 
Mont,  RCA,  and  General  Electric  engi¬ 
neers  indicating  that  six  UHF  stations 
would  be  needed  to  give  complete  non¬ 
commercial  educational  coverage  to  the 
State.  It  was  represented  that  the  State 
of  New’  Jersey  intends  to  commence  im¬ 
mediately  the  construction  of  a  station 
on  the  campus  of  Rutgers  University, 
New  Brunswick,  and  to  proceed  with 
other  construction  as  rapidly  as  feasible. 
The  cost  of  construction  and  operation 
for  one  year  of  one  station  was  esti¬ 
mated  at  $500,000.  It  was  noted  that 
the  State  believes  this  amount  can  he 
raised,  pointing  to  the  1950-51  public 
school  budget  of  $130,825,000.00  as  an 
indication  of  financial  resources  of  the 
State.  The  Commission  was  advised 
that  the  Board  of  Tru-^^tees  of  Rutgers 
University,  the  State  University  of  New 
Jersey,  adopted  a  resolution  on  June  8, 
1951,  indicating  its  desire  to  locate  an 
educational  television  station  on  the 
campus,  offering  to  make  land  available, 
without  charge,  and  promising  the  full 
support  of  its  faculty.  Rutgers  also  sub¬ 
mitted  as  part  of  the  State’s  presenta¬ 
tion,  a  suggested  list  and  description  of 
programs  suitable  for  presentation  over 
a  station  located  on  the  campus.  No 
objection  was  filed  to  these  proposals. 

Conclusions 

329,  On  the  basis  of  the  showing  made 
by  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  the  Com¬ 
mission  has  reserved  the  following  chan¬ 
nels  for  use  by  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  stations;  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  Channel  19 ;  Hammonton,  Channel 
70;  Montclair,  Channel  77;  Camden, 
Channel  80;  Freehold,  Channel  74;  and 
Andover,  Channel  69.  The  assignment 
of  UHF  Channel  19  to  New  Brunswick, 
N,  J.,  for  educational  purposes  is  made 
possible  by  the  deletion  of  that  channel 


**  With  respect  to  UHF  Channel  19,  see  the 
discussion  of  the  New  Jersey  educatioiial 
reservations  below. 
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from  use  in  New  York  City  as  was  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice.  It  is  believed 
that  the  remaining  channels  in  New 
York  City  are  as  many  as  should  appro¬ 
priately  be  assigned  there,  considering 
the  needs  of  adjoining  communities. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 

330.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 

VHF  Chan- 

City:  '  nelNo. 

New  Brunswick,  N.  J.  * _ *19,47 

Hammonton,  N.  J _ *70 

Montclair.  N.  J . - . -  *77 

Camden.  N.  J _  *80 

Freehold,  N.  J . . - . *74 

Andover,  N.  J _ *69 

*  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  one  channel,  UHF  Channel  47,  for  New 
Brunswick,  N.  J. 

BALTIMORE,  MARYLAND;  AND  WASHINGTON, 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA,  EDUCATIONAL  RES¬ 
ERVATIONS 

331.  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  24  in  Balti¬ 
more  and  Channel  26  in  Washington. 
Statements  in  support  of  the  reservation 
of  Channel  24  in  Baltimore  and  Channel 
26  in  Washington  for  noncommercial 
educational  use  were  filed  by  educational, 
civic,  and  religious  institutions  of  Balti¬ 
more  and  Washington,  respectively.  No 
objections  to  the  reservations  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

332.  On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing,  the 
reservation  of  Channels  24  in  Baltimore 
and  26  in  Washington  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  are  finalized. 

SCRANTON  AND  HARRISBURG,  PENNSYLVANIA 


333.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  assignments: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

iirl  No. 

nel  No. 

Pcr.inton........ _ ... 

16.  22 
27,33 

IJarrisburg . . . 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  metro¬ 
politan  area  of  Scranton  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  257,000  and  the  city  of  Scranton 
has  a  population  of  126,000.  The  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  of  Harrisburg  has 
a  population  of  292,000  and  the  city  of 
Harrisburg  has  a  population  of  90,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  The  Patriot 
News  Company.  The  Patriot  News  Com¬ 
pany  requested  that  one  or  more  chan¬ 
nels  in  the  782  to  890  Me  band  be  assign¬ 
ed  to  Harrisburg.  It  appears  that  UHF 
channels  below  66  cannot  be  used  because 
of  other  assignments  in  the  area. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  The  Pat¬ 
riot  News  Company.  The  Patriot  News 
Company  contended  that  the  Harrisburg 
metropolitan  area  is  the  57th  largest 
metropolitan  area  in  the  United  States; 
that  Harrisburg  presently  supports  three 
AM  and  two  FM  stations;  that  the  metro¬ 
politan  area  supports  five  AM  and  two 
FM  stations;  that  there  are  presently  on 


file  two  applications  for  television  facil¬ 
ities  iaJIarrisburg;  and  that  The  Patriot 
News  also  proposes  to  file  an  application 
for  a  television  station  in  that  city. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  The  Scranton 
Times.  The  Scranton  Times  requested 
that  one  or  more  channels  in  the  782-890 
Me  band  be  assigned  to  Scranton.  It  ap¬ 
pears  that  UHF  channels  below  66  cannot 
be  used  because  of  other  assignments  in 
the  area. 

(f )  Statement  in  support  of  The  Scran¬ 
ton  Times  Counterproposal.  The  Scran¬ 
ton  Times  contended  that  Scranton  is 
the  fourth  largest  city  in  Pennsylvania; 
that  it  is  the  73d  largest  metropolitan 
area  in  the  United  States;  that  it  now 
supports  four  AM  and  two  FM  stations; 
and  that  the  metropolitan  area  now  sup¬ 
ports  five  AM  and  three  FM  stations. 

Conclusions 

334.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  we  be¬ 
lieve  the  additional  assignment  of  a  UHF 
Channel  to  Harrisburg  and  Scranton  is 
W’arranted.  Accordingly  the  counterpro¬ 
posals  of  The  Patriot  News  Company  and 
The  Scranton  Times  are  granted  and  we 
are  assigning  UHF  Channel  71  to  Harris¬ 
burg  and  UHF  Channel  73  to  Scranton. 

Final  Assignments 

335.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted:  *• 

VHF  Channel 


City:  No. 

Harrisburg _  16,  22.  71 

Scranton _  27, 33,  73 


READING  AND  LEBANON,  PENNSYLVANIA 

336.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  two  channels  to 
Reading:  UHF  Channels  55  and  61.  and 
one  channel  to  Lebanon:  UHF  Channel 
15. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Reading  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  256,000  and  the  City  of  Reading 
has  a  population  of  109,000.  The  City  of 
Lebanon  has  a  population  of  28,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Eastern  Radio 
Corporation  of  Reading.  Eastern  Radio 
Corporation  requested  the  assignment  of 
UHF  Channel  15  in  Reading  in  substi¬ 
tution  for  UHF  Channel  55  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  the. substitution  of  UHF 
Channel  55  in  Lebanon  for  UHF  Channel 
15.  It  was  urged  that  a  better  and 
greater  coverage  would  result  from  the 
operation  of  Channel  15  at  Reading 
rather  than  that  on  Channel  55. 

(d)  Oppositions  to  Eastern  Radio 
Counterproposal.  The  Lebanon  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Lebanon,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania;  and  Scranton  Times,  Scranton, 
Pennsylvania,  opposed  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  Eastern  Radio  Corporation. 

Conclusions 

337.  The  record  contains  no  basis  for 
distinguishing  between  channels  in  the 
UHF  band  for  the  purpose  of  establish- 


**No  request  was  made  on  the  record  for 
an  educational  reservation  In  either  Scranton 
or  Harrisburg. 


Ing  a  Table  of  Assignments.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  counterproposal  of  Eastern 
Radio  Corporation  is  denied. 

Final  Assignments 

338.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted: 

VHF 

city:  Channel  No. 

Reading _ 55,61 

Lebanon _  15 

PHILADELPHIA,  LANCASTER,  PENNSYLVANIA; 
WILMINGTON,  DELAWARE 

339.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF 

Channel  No. 

UHF 

Channel  No. 

Philadelphia,  Pa...... _ 

3,6,10 

8 

12 

17, 23, 29.  *3.1 
21 

&3,  *59 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  areas  of  Philadelphia,  Lancas¬ 
ter,  and  Wilmington  have  populations  of 
8,671,000,  235,000  and  268,000,  respec¬ 
tively.  The  cities  of  Philadelphia.  Lan¬ 
caster  and  Wilmington  have  populations 
of  2.072.000,  64,000  and  110,000,  respec¬ 
tively. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  WCAU,  Inc.,  is 
licensed  for  station  WCAU-TV,  Philadel¬ 
phia,  on  Channel  10;  Triangle  Publica¬ 
tions.  Inc.,  is  licensed  for  Station  WFIL- 
TV.  Philadelphia,  on  Channel  6;  Philco 
Television  Broadcasting  Corp.  is  licensed 
for  Station  WPTZ,  Philadelphia,  on 
Channel  3;  WGAL,  Inc.,  is  licensed  for 
Station  WGAL-TV,  Lancaster,  on  Chan¬ 
nel  4;  WDEL,  Inc.,  is  licensed  for  Station 
WDELr-TV,  Wilmington,  on  Channel  7. 

(d)  WGAL,  Inc.,  was  ordered  to  show 
cause  why  the  license  of  Station  WGAL- 
TV  should  not  be  modified  to  specify 
Channel  8  in  lieu  of  Channel  4  and 
WDEL,  Inc.  was  ordered  to  show  cause 
why  the  license  of  Station  WDEL-TV 
should  not  be  modified  to  specify  Chan¬ 
nel  12  in  lieu  of  Channel  7. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  the  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Broadcasting  Company,  Daily  News 
Television  Company,  the  city  of  Philadel¬ 
phia.  and  Philadelphia  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce.  The  counterproposal  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Broadcasting  Company  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignment  of 
Channel  12  to  Philadelphia  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  substituting  Channel  4  in  Lan¬ 
caster  for  Channel  8,  and  making  other 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commission  in  the  Third  Notice. 
The  counterproposal  requested  that  Sta¬ 
tion  WGAL-TV,  now  operating  on  Chan¬ 
nel  4  in  Lancaster  be  continued  on  that 
channel  with  low  power,  or  with  direc¬ 
tional  antenna  in  the  event  that  an  in¬ 
crease  of  power  is  authorized.  Daily 
News  Television  Company  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  Channel  8  or  12 
to  Philadelphia.  Following  are  the 
changes  that  would  be  made  in  the  as¬ 
signments  propo.sed  by  the  Commission 
in  the  Third  Notice: 
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City 

Tliird  Notice 

Penn.«ylvania  Broadcasting  Co. 
couiUer-proix>sal 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

CHF  Channel  No. 

VlIF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Cliannel  No. 

I’liiMclpliin,  Pa . 

Liiufstcr,  Pa . 

WiliiijiH'ton,  IX'I - 

3.6,10 

8 

12 

17, 23, 29,  *3.5 
21 

63,  *59 

3,6,10.112] 

(1) 

ki 

17, 23, 29,  *35 
21 

63,  *59 

City 

Daily  News  •  Plan  1 

Daily  News  Plan  2 

\UF  Channel 
No. 

1 

UHF  Channel  No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel  No. 

riilatlclphia.  Pa . 

LamASUT,  Pa . 

iViliaint'ton,  Del . . . . 

3,6,10,112] 

8 

l-J 

17. 23,  29,  •SS 
21 

63,  *59  (iiluslUHFj) 

3, 6,  |8],  10 
1-1 
12 

17, 23.  29.  *3.5 
21  (plusiLilF]) 
53.  *09 

<  Daily  News  proposal  two  additional  plans  for  the  assipiimont  of  Channel  12  in  Fhiladt  Iphia.  One  plan  reqnirod 
the  suhstitution  of  ('h;uHU>l  S  in  Wilmington  for  Channel  12  and  the  other  plan  retiuired  the  substitution  of  Channel 
Tin  Wilmington  for  ('hannel  12.  Daily  News  admitted,  however,  that  its  proposal  for  the  assignment  of  Channel  12 
to  Philadelphia  by  the  assignment  of  Chanml  7  to  Wilmington  was  not  technically  fe.'isible  and  did  not  urge  the 
proiK'sal  fui  ther.  No  con.sideration  has,  therefcae,  been  given  this  projKJsal  in  this  report.  Tlie  re<|uest  for  the  as- 
signiia  iit  of  Channel  12  to  Philailelphia  by  the  assignment  of  Channel  8  to  Wilmington  was  made  by  Daily  News  for 
the  first  lime  in  its  sworn  staUmient.  Wfl.\L,  Ine.,  WDEL,  Ine.,  and  Elm  City  Broadcasting  Corporation  filed 
Xloiions  to  Strike  those  irorliomt  of  the  sworn  .statement  of  the  Daily  News  Television  Compimy  which  introduced 
this  new  propasol.  Pars.  5  (to,  fi,  and  7  of  the  Order  of  Hearing  Procedure  issued  in  this  irroeeeding  on  .Inly  il,  lO,*)!, 
make  clear  that  upon  proper  objection,  the  Commission  r.innot  consider  evidence  pre.sented  in  sworn  statementa, 
^•d  pursuant  to  |>ar.  5  (b)  of  tire  tlrder  of  Hearing  Prooerlure,  which  dot's  not  fall  within  the  .scope  of  the  issues  rai.K'd 
by  tlie  pleadings  i,i  respon.se  to  I’aragrairh  12  of  the  Third  Notice.  The  Motions  to  Strike  testimony  with  re.spt*et  to 
the  !!s.'ignmorit  of  Channel  S  in  Wilmington  are  granted.  .Accordingly,  no  further  consideration  h.as  l>een  given  this 
request.  Since  the  original  pro|)osal  of  Daily  News  requested  the  assignm''nt  of  Chaimel  8  in  Philadelphia,  in  so  far 
Us  Uie  Mot  ions  to  Strike  are  addressed  to  this  i>art  of  the  counterproposal,  they  arc  denied. 


The  city  of  Philadelphia  and  the  Phila¬ 
delphia  Chamber  of  Commerce  '•  sup¬ 
ported  the  counterproposals  seeking  the 
addition  of  VHP  Channels  8  or  12  for 
Philadelphia  and  adopted  the  engineer¬ 
ing  proposals  of  Daily  News  Television 
Company  and  Pennsylvania  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company. 

•  (f)  Statements  in  support  of  PliiladeU 
Vhia  counterproposals.’'  The  Philadel- 


’•WGAL,  Inc.,  and  WDEL,  Inc.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  25.  1951,  filed  with  the  Commission 
Identical  Motions  to  Strike  certain  portions 
of  the  testimony  In  the  sworn  statement  of 
Albert  M.  Greenfield,  president  of  the  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Commerce  of  Greater  Philadelphia. 
The  Commission  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
objections  go  to  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the 
evidence  and  not  to  its  admissibility,  mate¬ 
riality  or  competency.  The  Motioixs  to  Strike 
are  Denied. 

”WGAL,  Inc.,  and  WDEL,  Inc.,  on  Sep¬ 
tember  25,  1951,  filed  with  the  Commission 
Motions  to  Strike  directed  against  all  of  the 
evidence  contained  in  the  sworn  statement 
of  Edward  D.  Barker  and  Arthur  Borowsky, 
filed  with  the  Commission  on  behalf  of  Daily 
News  Television  Company.  These  Motions 
to  Strike  go  to  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the 
evidence  and  net  to  its  admissibility,  mate¬ 
riality  or  competency.  For  this  reason,  the 
Motions  to  Strike  are  Denied.  WGAL,  Inc., 
and  WDEL.  Inc.,  filed  substantially  identical 
Motions  to  Strike  testimony  from  the  affi¬ 
davit  of  Benedict  Gimbel,  Jr.,  president  of 
Pennsylvania  Broadcasting  Company,  and 
certain  testimony  and  exhibits  from  the 
affidavit  of  Virginia  R.  Erwin,  engineering 
affiant  of  Pennsylvania  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany.  The  Motions  to  Strike  Mr.  Gimbel’s 
testimony  go  only  to  the  weight  to  be  given 
to  the  evidence  and  not  to  its  admissibility, 
materiality  and  competency.  The  Motion  to 
'  Strike  portions  of  Erwin’s  sworn  statement 
Is  made  on  the  ground  that  since  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Broadcasting  Company  did  not  file 
a  proper  proposal  to  change  par.  D-1,  Ap¬ 
pendix  A  of  the  Third  Notice  it  cannot  under 
par.  7  of  the  Order  of  Hearing  Procedure  now 
Introduce  evidence  which  Is  Inconsistent 
With  Appendix  A.  We  find,  however,  that  the 
original  proposal  of  May  7,  1951,  was  in  con¬ 
flict  with  par.  D-1.  Appendix  A  and  that  the 
statement  of  affiant  Virginia  Erwin  is  con- 


phia  parties  asserted  that  the  size, 
wealth  and  industry  of  the  city  required 
an  additional  VHF  channel;  that  an 
additional  VHF  channel  would  provide 
Philadelphia  outlets  for  the  four  existing 
networks;  and  that  a  fourth  VHF  chan¬ 
nel  would  better  serve  the  demands  of 
advertisers  for  sufficient  broadcast  time. 
In  support  of  these  contentions,  there 
has  been  submitted  economic  data  con¬ 
cerning  population,  income,  industry  and 
number  of  television  receivers  in  use, 
with  particular  emphasis  on  comparison 
with  the  Wilmington  and  Lancaster 
markets. 

(g)  The  counterproposal  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Broadcasting  Company  for  the  ad¬ 
ditional  assignment  of  Channel  12  to 
Philadelphia  would  retain  WGAL-TV  on 
Channel  4  in  lieu  of  Channel  8  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Commission.  This  would 
result  in  a  co-channel  assignment  sepa¬ 
ration  of  132  miles  between  WGAL-TV 
and  WNBT,  New  York  City,  and  86  miles 
between  WGAL-TV  and  WNEW,  Wash¬ 
ington.  The  counterproposal  of  Daily 
News  Television  Company  for  the  addi¬ 
tional  assignment  of  Channel  8  to  Phil¬ 
adelphia  would  result  in  a  co-channel 
separation  of  152  miles  between  Phila¬ 
delphia  and  WNHC-TV,  New  Haven, 
Connecticut. 

(h)  Oppositions  to  Philadelphia  coun¬ 
terproposals.  Binghamton  Broadcasters, 
Inc.,  and  Clark  Associates,  Inc.  (WNBP- 
TV)  both  of  Binghamton,  opposed  the 
requests  to  assign  Channel  12  to  Phil¬ 
adelphia.  The  Elm  City  Broadcasting 
Corp.  (WNHC-TV),  New  Haven,  and 
Peoples  Broadcasting  Corp.,  Lancaster, 
opposed  the  requests  to  assign  Channel 
8  to  Wilmington.  NBC,  Inc.,  opposed 
the  request  to  assign  Channel  4  to  Lan¬ 
caster.  WDEL.  Inc,,  and  WGAL,  Inc., 
opposed  all  the  Philadelphia  counter¬ 
proposals.  Hearst  Radio.  Inc.,  opposed 


Bistent  with  previous  pleadings  since  it 
merely  elaborates  upon  the  original  proposal. 
The  Motions  to  Strike  are  Denied. 


the  assignment  of  Channel  12  to  Wil¬ 
mington  for  the  reason  that  a  co-chan¬ 
nel  separation  of  156.3  miles  would  be 
created  between  WDEL-TV  and  WNBF- 
TV,  Binghamton  and  an  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  separation  of  68.8  miles  between  Bal¬ 
timore  and  Wilmington. 

(i)  Answers  to  show  cause  orders. 
WGAL,  Inc.,  and  WDEL,  Inc.,  supported 
the  Commission’s  proposed  assignments 
for  Lancaster  and  Wilmington,  respec¬ 
tively,  and  agreed  to  the  modifications 
of  the  licenses  of  their  respective  sta¬ 
tions  specified  in  the  Commission’s  show 
cause  orders, 

(j)  The  Philadelphia  educational 
reservation.  The  Philadelphia  Board 
of  Education  supported  the  reservation 
of  Channel  35  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use,  although  it  stated  that 
VHP  would  have  been  preferred.  The 
board  declared  that  it  has  been  a  leader 
in  educational  television  and  maintains 
a  full  time  professional  staff  devoted  to 
producing  radio  and  television  programs 
on  existing  commercial  stations.  The 
Executive  Committee  on  Educational 
Television  supported  the  Board  of  Edu¬ 
cation  in  its  proposal  for  the  mutual 
utilization  of  television  facilities.  No 
objections  have  been  filed  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation. 

(k)  The  Wilmington  educational  res¬ 
ervation.  The  Wilmington  Board  of 
Public  Education  supported  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  of  Channel  59  in  Wil¬ 
mington  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  The  board  filed  copies  of  letters 
from  leading  educational  institutions 
and  civic  organizations  supporting  the 
proposed  reservation.  The  beard  de¬ 
clared  that  the  financing  of  the  station 
would  be  shared  by  all  participating 
educational  agencies;  that  steps  have 
already  been  taken  to  determine  the 
cost  of  constructing  and  operating  a 
television  station;  and  that  it  has  pro¬ 
duced  a  number  of  educational  pro¬ 
grams  over  the  local  commercial  televi¬ 
sion  station  and  feels  that  it  has  the 
experience  and  resources  to  operate  its 
own  station.  No  objections  have  been 
filed  to  this  proposed  reservation. 

Conclusions:  The  Educational 
Reservations 

340.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
reservations  of  Channel  35  in  Phila¬ 
delphia  and  Channel  59  in  Wilmington 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  are 
finalized. 

Conclusions:  Requests  for  VHF  Channels 
8  and  12  in  Philadelphia 

341.  The  cotmterproposals  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Broadcasting  Company  and  Daily 
News  Television  Company,  and  the  sup¬ 
porting  counterproposals  of  the  city  of 
Philadelphia  and  the  Philadelphia 
Chamber  of  Commerce  would  assign  VHP 
Channel  8  or  12  to  Philadelphia  by  either 
(a)  retaining  a  VHP  assignment  in  Lan¬ 
caster  on  Channel  4  with  low  power,  or 
with  a  directional  antenna  in  the  event 
Increased  power  is  authorized;  or  (b) 
shifting  the  Wilmington  or  Lancaster 
VHF  assignment  to  a  UHP  channel.  No 
specific  UHF  channel  is  proposed  but  it 
Is  indicated  that  a  channel  in  the  782- 
890  me  band  would  have  to  be  used. 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


342.  We  do  not  believe  that  a  grant  of 
any  of  the  foregoing  counterproposals  is 
warranted.  We  recognize  the  size  and 
importance  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia 
and  the  need  for  the  encouragement  of 
economic  competition;  nevertheless,  it  is 
our  view  that  under  the  circumstances 
presented  the  assignment  of  a  fourth 
VHP  channel  to  Philadelphia  would  not 
justify  the  deletion  of  the  sole  VHP  chan¬ 
nel  from  cities  as  large  and  as  important 
as  Lancaster  or  Wilmington. 

343.  Moreover,  in  the  case  of  Lan¬ 
caster.  the  public  would  lose  its  only 
available  local  VHP  service,  and  in  the 
case  of  Wilmington,  the  state  of  Dela¬ 
ware  would  lose  its  only  local  VHP  serv¬ 
ice;  existing  set  owners  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  convert  to  continue  to  get  their 
local  service.  While  the  effect  of  as¬ 
signment  changes  on  existing  sets  is  not 
a  determinative  factor  here,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  is  unable  to  find  the  deletion  of  such 
existing  local  service  is  warranted  in  or¬ 
der  to  provide  a  fourth  VHP  assignment 
to  the  city  of  Philadelphia. 

344.  There  remains  for  consideration 
the  u.se  of  directional  antennas  or  opera¬ 
tion  of  a  low  powered  station  in  Lancas¬ 
ter  in  order  to  provide  a  fourth  VHP 
channel  to  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  We 
have  held  in  another  part  of  this  report 
that  all  stations  provided  for  in  the  as¬ 
signment  table  must  be  able  to  operate 
with  maximum  power.  Indeed,  opera¬ 
tion  in  Lancaster  with  the  power  pro¬ 
posed  by  Pennsylvania  Broadcasting 
Company  at  the  existing  antenna  height 
would  not  satisfy  the  minimum  power 
requirements  provided  for  in  the  rules. 
We  have  also  held,  for  the  reasons  stated 
elsewhere  in  this  report,  that  assign¬ 
ments  must  be  based  on  operation  with¬ 
out  directional  antennas.  Por  these  rea¬ 
sons.  the  Commission  cannot  provide  an 
assignment  at  Lancaster  based  on  use  of 
a  directional  antenna  or  low  power. 

345.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  coun¬ 
terproposals  of  Pennsylvania  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  Daily  New's  Television 
Company,  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and 
the  Philadelphia  Chamber  of  Commerce 
are  denied. 

346.  An  appropriate  authorization  to 
WDEL.  Inc.,  w'ill  be  issued  to  specify 
operation  of  WDEL-TV  on  Channel  12. 
The  pleadings  filed  by  Peoples  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  with  respect  to  the 
WGAL,  Inc.,  show  cause  order  have  been 
considered  elsewhere. 

Final  Assigyiments  and  Reservations 


317.  The  following  a.ssignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
iR'l  No. 

UHFChan- 
ml  No, 

l’hil.'j<lclphi‘»,  I’a . . 

8,6,10 

8 

17,  23,  29,  *.35 
21 

l.a'ica.sti  r.  I’a . 

W  iliuinpton,  l>d _ ... 

12 

63,  ‘SO 

PITTSBURGH,  BRADDOCK,  MCKEESPORT,  W’ASH- 
I.NGTON,  PENNSYLVANIA;  WHEELING,  WEST 
VIRGINIA;  STEUBENVILLE,  OHIO 

348.  (a>  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations; 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Pittsburgh,  Pa . . 

2, 11,  *13 

47,53 

Washington,  Pa . . 

63 

lA  heeling,  W.  Va. ........ 

Steubenville,  Ohio . 

7,® 

•  *57 

61 

No  channels  were  proposed  to  be  as¬ 
signed  to  Braddock,  or  McKeesport. 

(b)  Counterproposals.  Counterpro¬ 
posals  have  been  filed  by  various  parties 
in  these  proceedings  seeking  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  one  or  more  additional  VHP 
channels  to  Pittsburgh  and  a  first  VHP 
channel  to  Braddock,  McKeesport, 
Washington  and  Steubenville. 

Pittsburgh 

349,  (a)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Pittsburgh  has  a 
population  of  2,213,000  and  the  city  of 
Pittsburgh  has  a  population  of  677,000. 

<b)  Existing  Station.  Allen  B.  Du¬ 
Mont  Laboratories  is  licensed  for  the 
operation  of  Station  WDTV,  Pittsburgh 
on  Channel  3.  The  Commission  ordered 
the  licensee  to  show  cause  why  the  li¬ 
cense  of  WDTV  should  not  be  modified 
to  specify  operation  on  Channel  2.  in 
lieu  of  Channel  3.  DuMont  has  not  ob- 


(f)  Statement  in  support  of  counter^ 
proposal  of  Westinghouse  Radio  Sta¬ 
tions.  Inc.  Westinghouse  Radio  Sta¬ 
tions,  Inc.,  stated  that,  “The  eighth 
ranking  city  of  the  United  States 
[Pittsburgh]  needs  and  demands  tele¬ 
vision  service  from  more  than  four  com¬ 
mercial  stations.  The  diversified  eco¬ 
nomic  and  cultural  interest  of  a  popula¬ 
tion  mass  of  this  size  w’ill  not  only  sup¬ 
port,  but  actually  demand,  service  from 
at  least  six  television  stations.” 

(g)  Counterproposal  of*  Allegheny 
Broadcasting  Corporation.  Allegheny 


(h)  Statement  in  support  of  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Allegheny  Broadcasting 
Corporation.  Allegheny  Broadcasting 
Corporation  asserted  that  its  “proposals 
are  reasonable  and  the  adoption  of 
either  or  all  W'ill  provide  more  and  bet¬ 
ter  television  service  than  will  the  plan 
proposed  by  the  Commission”  and  that 
“section  307  (b)  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934,  as  amended,  requires  the 
adoption  of  one  or  all  of  the  proposals 
made  by  Allegheny.”  In  support  of  its 
request  to  shift  the  Pittsburgh  educa¬ 
tional  reservation  from  VHP  Channel  13 
to  UHP  Channel  47  or  53,  Allegheny 
Broadcasting  Company  stated  that 


Jected  to  this  modification  of  the  license 
of  WDTV. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  WWSW,  hic. 
WWSW,  Inc.,  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  Channel  4  to  Pittsburgh. 
No  other  changes  of  the  assignments 
proposed  by  the  Commission  in  the  Third 
Notice  would  be  required. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  counter¬ 
proposal  of  WWSW.  Inc.  WWSW.  Inc., 
stated  that  adequate  competition  should 
be  established  in  Pittsburgh  as  soon  as 
possible;  that  there  are  more  than 
300,000  VHP  receivers  in  use  in  Pitts¬ 
burgh;  and  that  UHP  stations  can  be 
established  only  after  considerable  de¬ 
lays.  Finally,  it  was  urged  that  the  ir¬ 
regular  terrain  of  the  Pittsburgh  area 
is  such  that  considerable  experimenta¬ 
tion  would  be  required  prior  to  the  utili¬ 
zation  of  the  UHP  band. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  Westinghouse 
Radio  Stations.  Inc.  Westinghouse  Ra¬ 
dio  Stations,  Inc.,  requested  the  addi¬ 
tional  assignment  of  Channel  4  and 
Channel  9  to  Pittsburgh.  The  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  4  would  require  no 
other  changes  and  the  assignment  of 
Channel  9  would  be  accomplished  by 
making  the  following  changes  in  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed  by  the  Commi.ssion 
in  the  Third  Notice: 


Broadcasting  Corporation  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  Channel  4  and 
Channel  9  to  Pittsburgh,  and  a  change 
in  the  educational  reservation  for 
Pittsburgh  from  VHP  Channel  13  to 
UHP  Channel  47  or  53.  The  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  4  w'ould  require  no 
other  changes;  and  the  assignment  of 
Channel  9  would  be  accomplished  by 
making  the  following  changes  in  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed  by  the  Commission 
in  the  Third  Notice: 


Pennsylvania,  and  Pittsburgh  in  par¬ 
ticular,  had  not  received  a  fair  and 
equitable  share  of  television  channels: 
that  the  reservation  resulted  in  an 
injustice  to  applicants  for  commercial 
stations ;  that  Pittsburgh  was  being  “pe¬ 
nalized”  in  having  one  of  the  four  educa¬ 
tional  reservations  in  the  VHP  band 
made  in  the  entire  northeast  quadrant 
of  the  United  States,  including  14  states 
end  the  District  of  Columbia,  whereas 
such  cities  as  New  York  and  Philadel¬ 
phia  escaped  a  VHP  educational  reser¬ 
vation;  and  that  the  educators  and  the 
people  of  Pittsburgh  would  be  better 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VH  F  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Pitt.shurgh,  Pa _ _ _ _ _ 

2,11,  *13 
7,9 

47.  .53 
•57  j 

2,14,9],  11.  *1.3 
7.M 

47.  M 
*57 

Wheeling,  W.  Va _ _ _ 

Third  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

City 

VHF  Chan- 

UH  F  Chan- 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chnn- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Pittsburgh.  Pa _ 

2,11,  *13 

7,9 

47,53 

•57 

2,14,91,11, 13 

7.1-1 

47,  *53  (or  ’47, 

•Oi 

Wheeling,  W.  V’a _  _  _ 

_ . 
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L  served  If  the  reservation  were  in  the 
f  UKF  band  rather  than  in  the  VHP.  in 
view  cf  the  fact  that  the  educators 
would  not  utilize  the  VHP  assignment  as 
j  rapidly  as  commercial  interests. 

(i)  Counterproposal  of  Pittsburgh 
I  Rad  o  Supply  House,  Inc.  Pittsburrh 
I  Radio  Supply  House,  Inc.,  requested  the 


(j)  Statement  in  support  cf  counter^ 
jircposal  of  Pittsburgh  Radio  Supply 
House.  Inc.  Pittsburgh  Radio  Supply 
Hou.^,  Inc.,  stated  that  other  cities  rank¬ 
ing  lower  in  population  than  tire  city  cf 
Pittsburgh  have  been  assigned  moie 
channels  for  commercial  television  oper¬ 
ation  and  that  a  fair,  efiheient  and  equit¬ 
able  allocation  of  television  channels 


(l)  Statement  in  support  of  counter^ 
jiToposal  of  WCAE,  Inc.  WCAE,  Inc., 
stated  that  the  competitive  situation  in 
Pittsburgh  would  be  improved  by  the  as¬ 
signment  of  additional  commercial  VHP 
channels  to  augment  the  two  proposed; 
and  that  assignments  of  UHP  channels 
would  not  alleviate  this  condition. 

(m)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals.  Oppositions  and  conflict¬ 
ing  counterproposals  to  the  above 
Pittsburgh  counterproposals  to  assign 
Channel  4  to  Pittsburgh  have  been  filed 
by  WBBN,  Inc.,  Buffalo,  New  York,  and 
Crosley  Broadcasting  Corporation,  Co¬ 
lumbus.  Ohio,  and  Malta  Broadcasting 
Company,  Braddock,  Pennsylvania.  Op¬ 
positions  and  conflicting  counterpro. 
posals  to  ‘the  requested  assignment  of 
Channel  9  at  Pittsburgh  have  been  filed 
by  Washington  Broadcasting  Company. 
Washington,  Pennsylvania,  WSTV,  Inc., 
Steubenville.  Ohio,  WBVP,  Inc.,  Beaver 
Mis.  Pennsylvania,  The  Port  Industry 
Company,  Trl-City  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  and  Community  Broadcasting,  Inc., 
all  of  Wheeling,  West  Virginia,  and  by 
Cleveland  Broadcasting,  Inc.,  United 
Breadcasting  Company,  The  WGAR 
Broadcasting  Company  and  WJW,  Inc., 
all  of  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

^n)  The  assignment  of  Channel  4  to 
Pittsburgh  would  result  in  a  co-channel 
assignment  separation  of  162.5  miles  be¬ 
tween  Pittsburgh  and  the  existing  trans¬ 
mitter  site  of  WLWC  in  Columbus,  Ohio. 
The  minimum  co-channcl  assignment 
separation  in  this  zone.  Zone  I.  is  170 
nuics. 


additional  assignment  of  Channel  4  and 
Channel  9  to  Pittsburgh.  The  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  4  would  require  no 
other  clranges;  and  the  assignment  of 
Channel  9  would  be  accomplished  by  the 
substitution  of  a  UHP  channel  for  Chan¬ 
nel  9  in  Wheeling,  West  Virginia,  as  fol¬ 
low's: 


v/ould  require  that  addit'onal  channels 
be  arsigned  to  Uie  Pittsburgh  area. 

<k)  Counterproposal  of  WCAE,  Inc. 
WCAE,  Inc.,  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  Channel  9  to  Pittsburgh 
by  substituting  UHP  Channel  63  in 
Wheeling.  West  Virginia,  for  Channel  9, 
and  by  making  the  following  changes  in 
the  a.ssignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice: 


(0)  The  Pittsburgh  educational  reser¬ 
vation.”  The  Standing  Committee  of 
Educators  for  an  Educational  Television 
Clrannel  and  Duquesne  University  in 
Pittsburgh  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  13  in  Pittsburgh  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use.  The  standing 
committee  includes  the  following  educa¬ 
tional  institutions  and  organizations: 
Carnegie  Institute  of  Technology,  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Pittsburgh,  Duquesne  Univer¬ 
sity,  Pennsylvania  College  for  Women. 
Mount  Mercy  College,  Pittsburgh  Coimcil 
P.  T.  A.,  Pittsbur  gh  Board  of  Education, 
Pittsburgh  Catholic  Schools,  Allegheny 
County  Schools,  Geneva  College,  Wash¬ 
ington  and  Jefferson  College.  California 
State  Teacher's  College,  Seton  Hill  Col¬ 
lege,  Mrs.  James  Elkus,  Community  Rep- 
re.«entative,  and  David  L.  Lawrence, 
Mayor,  City  of  Pittsburgh.  Also  support¬ 
ing  the  reservation  of  Channel  13  in 
Pittsburgh  were  State  Teachers  College, 
Edinboro.  Pennsylvania,  St.  Vincent  Col¬ 
lege.  Latrobe,  Pennsylvania,  Wa3mesburg 
College.  Waynesbui^,  Pennsylvania,  and 
State  Teachers  College,  Slippery  Rock, 
Pennsylvania.  The  standing  committee 
has  held  six  meetings  to  discuss  the 
financing  and  programming  of  an  edu¬ 
cational  television  station.  A  bill  has 
been  introduced  in  the  State  Legislature 
providing  for  the  establishment  of  a  state 


"WWSW,  Inc.,  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania, 
claimed  that  the  reservation  of  VHF  Channel 
13  for  noncommercial  educational  television 
was,  apparently  as  a  matter  of  law,  beyond 
the  power  and  discretion  delegated  to  the 
Commission  by  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934.  We  believe  that  our  decision  of  July  13, 
1951,  with  resjiect  to  this  matter  disposed  of 
these  coutentions. 
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televisicn  network  for  noncomr'crcial 
educational  television  to  be  financed  by 
an  appropriation  of  $2,000,000.  Ihe  bill 
also  would  authorize  the  sum  of  $,.C.0C0, 
or  so  much  as  may  be  necessary  for  a 
survey  by  qualified  personnel  for  guid¬ 
ance  on  the  purchase  of  necessary  sites 
and  equipment  for  the  construction  of  a 
master  station  and  subsidiary  statloixs. 
A  subcommittee  has  been  appointed  by 
the  standing  committee  to  survey  the 
possibility  of  financial  assistance  from 
sources  other  than  tlie  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania.  The  standing  com'nit- 
tee  .stated  that  there  was  strong  irs^ica- 
tion  that  substantial  financial  support 
for  an  educational  station  could  be  ob¬ 
tained  frem  foundations  and  charitable 
trusts  in  the  area.  Some  of  the  heavily 
endowed  private  educational  Institutions 
have  indicated,  according  to  the  standing 
committee,  that  if  the  education  pro¬ 
gram  on  television  were  suffleient’y  com¬ 
prehensive,  it  could  be  ased  advanta¬ 
geously  in  these  Institutions  and  could  be 
supported  from  school  grants.  Duquesne 
University  has  made  some  exploratory 
investigation  into  necessary  televisicn 
equipment,  including  type  and  cost  of 
apparatus,  studio  location,  sources  of 
program  material  and  talent,  and  the 
training  of  personnel.^ 

McKeesport 

C50.  (a)  Census  data.  The  city  of 
McKeesport  has  a  population  of  52,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Tri  -  City 
Broadcasting  Company.  Tri-City 
Broadcasting  Company  requested  that 
McKeesport  be  assigned  VHP  Channel 
13  for  “commercial-educational”  use  in 
lieu  of  the  assignment  of  that  channel 
to  Pittsburgh  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  use. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Tri-City 
Broadcasting  Company  counterpro¬ 
posal.  Tri-City  Broadcasting  Company 
urged  that  although  McKeesport  is  ap¬ 
proximately  10  air  miles  southeast  of 
downtown  Pittsbiurgh  and  is  listed  by 
the  Census  Bureau  as  part  of  the  Pitts¬ 
burgh  metropolitan  area,  it  is  not  a 
“Pittsburgh  suburb”  but  rather  a  major 
city  of  Pennsylvania:  that  Pittsburgh 
educators  could  not  adequately  finance 
an  educational  television  station;  and 
that  to  provide  an  opportunity  for  the 
presentation  of  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  programs  by  colleges  and  univer¬ 
sities  in  the  area,  Tri-City  Broadca.sting 
Company  would  make  available  to  edu¬ 
cational  Institutions  50  percent  of  the 
broadcast  hours  on  its  television  sta¬ 
tion  if  VHF  Channel  13  were  assigned  to 
McKeesport  and  a  Tri -City  application 
for  this  channel  w'ere  granted.^* 


"  The  counterproposal  of  Allegheny  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  requesting  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  a  UHP  channel  In  Pittsburgh  In  lieu 
of  VHP  Channel  13  has  been  set  forth  above, 
and  the  request  of  Trl-Clty  Broadcasting 
Company  for  the  deletion  of  Channel  13  from 
Pittsburgh  is  discussed  below. 

”  A  counterproposal  urging  the  principle 
that  commercial  stations  be  required  to  allot 
prescribed  time  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  In  lieu  of  reservation  of  channels 
has  been  denied  In  another  part  of  this  Re¬ 
port.  Allegheny  Broadcasting  Corporation 
filed  Motions  to  Strike  portions  of  the  sworn 
statements  of  Edward  J.  Hlrschberg,  Wilkes 
E.  Hurley  and  Ben  Farkas  filed  on  behalf  of 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

VTIF  Clian- 
nrl  No. 

I  HF  Chan- 
rrl  No. 

VlfFChan- 
n*-l  No. 

Un  P  Chnn- 
nrl  No. 

Va . . . . . 

2.11,  *ia 

".a 

47.  .^3 
•57 

2,14,  9).  11.  *13 
7.M 

47.  .'3 
llfi],  *07 

Third  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

City 

VH  F  ('han- 
md  No. 

UIl  F  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan- 
nel  No. 

2, 11,  *13 

47,53 

hi 

3,(91.11,  *13 

47.  .13 

49,  .'a 
fii 

i.I 

«5 

*=4 

l*i 

13 

7,9 

•57 

7.1-1 

•57, 

C3 

3950 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


(d)  McKeesport  is  within  15  miles  of 
Pittsburgh  and  eligible  to  apply  for  the 
Pittsburgh  channels. 

(e)  Oppositions  and  conjlicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  Tri-City  counterpro¬ 
posal.  Oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  to  the  counterproposal 
of  Tri-City  Broadcasting  Company 
have  been  filed  by  the  following  Pitts¬ 
burgh  parties:  Pittsburgh  Radio  Supply 
House.  Inc.,  Westinghouse  Radio  Sta¬ 
tions,  Inc.,  Allegheny  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration.  WWSW,  Inc.,  WCAE,  Inc.,  and 
the  Standing  Committee  of  Educators 
for  an  educational  channel  in  Pitts¬ 
burgh. 

Braddock 

351.  (a)  Census  data.  The  city  of 
Braddock  has  a  population  of  16,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Malta  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  Matta  Broadcasting 
Company  requested  the  assignment  of 
Channel  4  at  Braddock.  The  assignment 
of  Channel  4  would  require  no  other 
changes. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Matta 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Matta  stated  that  a  VHP  television  sta¬ 
tion  located  at  Braddock  would  serve  a 
substantially  larger  audience  than  would 
be  served  by  a  VHP  television  station  lo¬ 
cated  at  numerous  other  places  proposed 
to  be  assigned  channels  in  the  Third 
Notice.’* 

(d)  The  assignment  of  Channel  4  at 
Braddock  would  result  in  a  co-channel 
assignment  separation  of  169.39  miles  be¬ 
tween  Braddock  and  the  existing  trans¬ 
mitter  site  of  WLWC  in  Columbus.  Ohio. 
The  minimum  co-channel  separation  in 
this  zone,  Zone  I,  is  170  miles. 


Trl-Clty  Broadcasting  Company.  The  Mo¬ 
tion  was  directed  against  the  statement  of 
Edward  J.  Hlrschberg  on  the  grounds  that 
statements  of  economic  and  statistical  data 
did  not  Indicate  their  source,  are  generally 
unsupported  conclusions  and  p>ersonal  opin¬ 
ions,  are  without  prefer  foundation  in  fact, 
and  are  Irrelevant  and  Immaterial.  The 
Motion  was  directed  against  the  statement 
of  Wilkes  E.  Hurley  and  Ben  Farkas  on  the 
grounds  the  testimony  related  to  engineer¬ 
ing  matters  and  that  no  showing  was  made 
that  affiants  were  qualified  as  expert  engi¬ 
neers  In  the  field  of  television.  Tri-City 
Broadcasting  Company  replied  to  the  Motion 
to  Strike.  The  Motions  to  Strike  go  to  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  and  not  to  the  ad¬ 
missibility  and  are  Denied. 

Allegheny  Broadcasting  Corporation  filed 
Motions  to  Strike  portions  of  the  document 
filed  on  behalf  of  Matta  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  in  support  of  its  Comments.  Matta 
Broadcasting  Company  filed  a  reply  to  these 
Motions.  The  Motion  to  Strike  directed 
against  the  sworn  statement  of  counsel  is 
Denied  as  it  goes  only  to  the  weight  of  the 
evidence  and  not  to  its  admissibility.  The 
Motion  to  Strike  directed  against  the  affidavit 
of  William  G.  Matta  is  Granted  on  the 
grounds  that  his  statement  that  to  the  best 
of  his  knowledge  and  belief  the  statements 
of  the  counsel  were  true  and  correct  when  in 
fact  such  statement  was  sworn  to  at  a  later 
date  and  may  not  have  been  in  existence  at 
the  time  it  was  said  to  be  true  and  correct. 
The  Motion  to  Strike  directed  against  a 
statement  of  Mr.  Matta  on  the  grounds  that 
it  was  not  sworn  to  is  Granted.  The  Motion 
to  Strike  directed  against  section  II  of  a 
document  entitled  “Economic  Data  for  Brad¬ 
dock  Area”  is  Denied  as  it  goes  only  to  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  and  not  to  its 
admissibility. 


(e)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals.  Oppositions  and  conflict¬ 
ing  counterproposals  to  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  Matta  Broadcasting  Corporation 
were  filed  by  WBEN,  Inc.,  Buffalo.  New 
York,  Crosley  Broadcasting  Corporation, 
Columbus,  Ohio,  and  by  Pittsburgh  Radio 
Supply  House.  Inc.,  Westinghouse  Radio 
Stations,  Inc.,  Allegheny  Broadcasting 
Corporation,  and  WWSW,  Inc.,  of  Pitts¬ 
burgh,  Pennsylvania. 


Washington 

352.  (a)  Census  data.  The  city  of 
Washington  has  a  population  of  26.00D. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Washington 
Broadcasting  Company.  Washington 
Broadcasting  Company  proposed  alter¬ 
native  plans  for  assignment  of  Channel 
7  or  9  to  Washington  by  making  the 
following  changes  in  the  assignments 
proposed  by  the  Commission  in  the  Third 
Notice: 
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(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Wash¬ 
ington  Broadcasting  Company  counter¬ 
proposal.  Washington  Broadcasting 
Company  urged  that  the  assignment  of  a 
VHP  channel  to  Washington  in  lieu  of  a 
UHP  channel  would  make  more  effective 
use  of  the  receivers  presently  in  the 
hands  of  the  persons  residing  in  the 
Washington  area.’* 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  Washington  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  counterproposal.  Op¬ 
positions  and  conflicting  counterpro¬ 
posals  to  the  counterproposal  of  Wash¬ 
ington  Broadcasting  Company  have 
been  filed  by  Pittsburgh  Radio  Supply 
House,  Inc.,  Westinghouse  Radio  Sta¬ 
tions,  Inc.,  Allegheny  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration.  WWSW,  Inc.,  and  WCAE,  Inc., 
of  Pittsburgh;  Port  Industry  Company, 
Tri-City  Broadcasting  Company,  and 
Community  Broadcasting,  Inc.,  of 
Wheeling;  and  WSTV,  Inc.,  of  Steuben¬ 
ville. 

Wheeling -S  teubenville 

353.  (a)  Census  data.  The  Wheel- 
Ing-Steubenville  standard  metropolitan 
area  has  a  population  of  354,000.  The 
city  of  Wheeling  has  a  population  of 
59,000  and  the  city  of  Steubenville  has  a 
population  of  36,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  WSTV,  Inc. 
WSTV,  Inc.,  requested  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  delete  either  Channel  7  or  Channel 
9  from  Wheeling  for  assignment  to 
Steubenville  and  substitute  Channel  51 
in  Wheeling.” 


**  Allegheny  Broadcasting  Corporation  on 
October  1.  1951,  filed  with  the  Commission 
Motions  to  Strike  certain  portions  of  the 
sworn  statement  of  William  S.  Yard,  Presi¬ 
dent  of  Washington  Broadcasting  Company, 
filed  on  behalf  of  Washington  Broadcasting 
Company,  In  which  he  Incorporated  by  refer¬ 
ence  the  comments  of  the  company  on  the 
grounds  that  the  statements  are  conclusions 
of  the  witness  without  factual  basis  and 
that  the  witness  had  not  been  qualified  as 
an  engineer  to  give  expert  testimony  with 
respect  to  grades  of  service  rendered  by  a 
station,  gains  of  population,  and  to  make 
comparison  between  a  UHF  station  and  a 
VHP  station.  Washington  Broadcasting 
Company  answered  and  opposed  the  Motions 
to  Strike.  The  Motions  to  Strike  are  denied 
since  they  go  to  the  weight  to  be  given  to 
the  evidence  and  not  to  Its  admissibility  as 
evidence  in  this  proceeding. 

”On  December  6,  1951,  WSTV,  Inc.,  filed  a 
request  for  acceptance  of  amendment  of  its 
comment  in  this  proceeding.  lu  this 


(c)  Statement  in  support  of  WSTV, 
Inc.,  Counterproposal.  WSTV  stated  that 
Jefferson  County,  in  which  Steubenville 
is  situated,  has  a  population  of  95,963 
persons  as  compared  with  a  population 
of  71,253  in  Ohio  County,  in  which 
Wheeling  is  located.  It  was  noted  that 
the  state  of  Ohio  has  183,393  persons  in 
the  Wheeling-Steubenville  standard 
metropolitan  area  as  compared  with 
169,531  for  West  Virginia  within  the 
metropolitan  area.  It  was  also  con¬ 
tended  that  a  VHF  channel  in  Steuben¬ 
ville  would  more  effectively  cover  the 
area  since  Steubenville  is  located  in  the 
eastern  portion  of  Ohio  where  a  station 
would  provide  the  only  VHF  service  to 
large  sections  of  Ohio.  It  was  pointed 
out  that  the  assignment  of  a  second  VHP 
channel  to  Wheeling  would  merely  result 
in  duplication  of  service  whereas  the 
assignment  of  a  VHP  channel  to  Steu¬ 
benville  would  afford  a  first  VHF  service. 
It  was  also  asserted  that  the  rough  ter¬ 
rain  in  and  near  Steubenville  necessi¬ 
tates  a  VHP  facility  for  adequate 
television  coverage  in  the  area.’* 


amendment  it  is  proposed  as  an  alternative 
that  the  assignment  of  television  channels 
to  Wheeling  and  Steubenville  be  combined 
so  as  to  assign  Channels  7,  9,  51  and  57  to 
the  Wheeling-Steubenville  standard  metro¬ 
politan  area.  Fort  Industry  opposed  the  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  this  amendment  on  the  grounds 
that  it  was  filed  too  late  and  that  good  cause 
for  its  acceptance  was  not  shown.  WSTV 
argued  that  the  evidence  adduced  in  the 
hearing  would  support  the  alternative  coun¬ 
terproposal  and  cited  the  position  taken  by 
Fort  Industry  with  respect  to  Pittsburgh’s 
request  for  deletion  of  a  Wheeling  channel 
as  establishing  that  Fort  Industry  recognized 
the  homogeneity  of  the  area.  It  is  our 
view  that  acceptance  of  this  amendment  is 
not  necessary  since  we  believe  the  possibility 
of  assigning  all  the  channels  in  Wheeling 
and  Steubenville  to  these  cities  Jointly  is  of 
necessity  in  issue  in  this  proceeding,  espe¬ 
cially  in  view  of  the  evidence  adduced. 

”  Allegheny  Broadcasting  Corporation  filed 
Motions  to  Strike,  certain  portions  of  the 
sworn  statements  of  John  J.  Laux,  executive 
vice  president  of  WSTV,  Inc.,  and  Julius 
Cohen,  engineering  affiant  of  WS’TV,  Inc., 
filed  with  the  Commission  on  behalf  of 
WSTV,  Inc.  The  reasons  advanced  for  the 
Motion  to  Strike  the  statement  of  Mr.  Laux 
are  that  he  attempted  to  give  legal  and 
engiheering  testimony  when  he  had  not  been 
qualified  as  an  expert  and  the  statement  of 
Mr.  Cohen  for  the  reason  that  in  the  last 
paragraph  of  his  statement  he  attempted  to 
set  forth  conclusions  of  law.  The  Motions 
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(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  WSTV,  Inc.,  counter- 
proposal.  Oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  to  the  counterproposal 
of  WSTV,  Inc.,  have  been  flled  by  The 
Fort  Industry  Company,*  Tri-City 
Broadcasting  Company  and  Community 
Broadcasting,  Inc.,  Wheeling;  Allegheny 
Broadcasting  Corp.,  Pittsburgh  Radio 
Supply  House,  WCAE,  Inc.,  and  Westing- 
house  Radio  Stations,  Inc.,  Pittsburgh; 
and  Washington  Broadcasting  Company, 
Washington. 

(e)  The  Wheeling  educational  reser¬ 
vation.  A  request  to  accept  a  late  flling 
by  the  JCET  in  support  of  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  UHP  Channel  57  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use  in  Wheeling, 
West  Virginia,  was  denied  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  October  17,  1951.  No  objec¬ 
tion  has  been  flled  to  the  proposed 
reservation  of  Channel  57  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use  in  Wheeling. 

(f)  The  assignment  of  Channel  57  to 
Wheeling  would  be  in  accordance  with 
our  Rules  and  standards  adopted  herein. 
However,  the  assignment  of  Channel  57 
in  Steubenville  would  result  in  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  separation  requirements  to 
protect  against  sound  Image  separation 
since  Steubenville  and  Butler,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  are  only  52  miles  apart. 

Conclusions:  The  Pittsburgh  Educational 
Reservation 

354.  The  educational  organizations  in 
Pittsburgh  have  demonstrated  their  in¬ 
terest  in  establishing  a  noncommercial 
educational  television  station  in  the 
Pittsburgh  area.  They  have  supported 
this  Interest  with  concrete  plans  to  es¬ 
tablish  such  a  station  by  banding  to¬ 
gether  In  an  association,  the  Standing 
Committee  of  Educators  for  an  Educa¬ 


te  strike  are  Denied  since  they  go  to  the 
weight  to  be  given  to  the  evidence  and  not 
to  Ita  admlaalblllty  as  evidence  In  this 
proceeding.  . 

”  Allegheny  Broadcasting  Corporation  filed 
Motions  to  Strike  certain  portions  of  the 
sworn  statement  of  William  E.  Rlne,  vice 
president  of  the  Fort  Industry  Company, 
flled  In  support  of  the  Commission's  proposed 
assignment  for  Wheeling.  The  Motion  to 
Strike  was  directed  against  Mr.  Rlne’s  sworn 
statement  on  the  grounds  that  the  affiant 
offered  engineering  and  legal  conclusions 
when  he  had  not  been  qualified.  Motions  to 
Strike  were  also  directed  against  statements 
of  seven  Individuals  prominent  In  business 
and  civic  life  In  Wheeling,  which  were  filed 
In  support  of  the  Port  Industry  Company 
comment  of  September  10,  1951.  The  Mo¬ 
tions  to  Strike  were  directed  against  these 
seven  sworn  statements  on  the  grounds  that 
they  are  hearsay,  that  they  are  statements 
of  personal  belief,  and  that  the  affiants  have 
not  been  qualified  as  expert  engineers  and  as 
attorneys.  Fort  Industry  Company  filed  an 
answer  to  the  Motions  to  Strike.  The  Mo¬ 
tions  to  Strike  are  Denied  since  they  go  only 
to  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the  evidence 
and  not  to  its  admissibility  as  evidence  In 
this  proceeding.  Allegheny  Broadcasting 
Corp.  filed  a  Motion  to  Strike  the  statement 
of  Irvin  Stewart,  President  of  West  Virginia 
University,  on  the  grounds  that  the  state¬ 
ment  has  not  been  sworn  to.  The  Motion 
to  Strike  Is  Granted.  In  Paragraph  6  (d)  of 
the  Order  of  Hearing  Procedure  of  July  35, 
1951,  the  Commission  provided  that  state¬ 
ments  not  sworn  to  will  not  receive  any 
consideration. 


tional  Television  Channel  In  the  Pitts¬ 
burgh  area.  Further,  a  bill  has  been 
introduced  in  the  State  legislature  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  establishment  of  a  State 
television  network  to  be  financed  by  an 
appropriation  of  $2,000,000.  It  is  our 
view,  in  light  of  the  record,  that  the  rea- 
Bons  for  the  reservation  of  a  VHP 
channel  for  educational  purposes  are 
particularly  applicable  in  the  Pittsburgh 
area. 

355.  We  reject  the  contention  of  Alle¬ 
gheny  Broadcasting  Company  that  the 
effect  of  the  proposed  reservation  on 
applicants  for  commercial  stations  in 
Pittsburgh  requires  the  deletion  of  that 
reservation  from  the  VHP.*  We  also 
reject  the  argument  that  the  educators 
and  the  people  of  Pittsburgh  would  be 
better  served  if  the  reservation  were  in 
the  UHP  band  rather  than  in  the  VHP; 
we  find  no  adequate  basis  on  the  record 
for  such  a  conclusion.  Moreover,  with 
respect  to  the  counterproposal  of  Tri- 
City  Broadcasting  Company,  McKees¬ 
port  is  situated  less  than  15  miles  from 
Pittsburgh,  and  will  receive  Grade  A 
service  from  Pittsburgh.  Further,  appli¬ 
cants  from  McKeesport  are  eligible  to 
apply  for  the  channels  assigned  to  Pitts¬ 
burgh  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
adopted  herein.  For  this  reason  we  find 
no  basis  in  the  record  to  delete  an  as¬ 
signment  from  Pittsburgh  in  order  to 
create  one  for  McKeesport." 

356.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  we  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  record  requires  that  the 
proposed  reservation  of  Channel  13  in 
Pittsburgh  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  be  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Pittsburgh  and  Braddock 
(.Channel  4) 

357.  Four  parties,  Pittsburgh  Radio 
Supply  House,  Inc.,  Allegheny  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  Westinghouse  Radio 
Stations,  Inc.,  and  WWSW,  Inc.  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  4  to  Pittsburgh;  and 
Matta  Broadcasting  Company  requested 
the  assignment  of  Channel  4  to  Brad- 
dock.  It  is  our  view  that  these  counter¬ 
proposals  must,  on  the  basis  of  the  rec¬ 
ord,  be  denied.  Hie  assignment  of 
Channel  4  to  Pittsburgh  or  to  Braddock 
would  involve  co-channel  assignment 
separations  of  162.5  miles  or  169.39 
miles,  respectively,  to  Station  WLWC  in 
Columbus,  Ohio.  The  minimum  sepa¬ 
ration  in  Zone  I,  which  is  applicable 
here,  is  170  miles.  Since  a  grant  of 
either  counterproposal  would  result  in  a 
separation  less  than  the  required  mini¬ 
mum,  these  counterproposals  can  not  be 
granted.  Accordingly,  the  counterpro¬ 
posals  of  Pittsburgh  Aadio  Supply 
House,  Inc.,  Allegheny  Broadcasting 
Company.  Westinghouse  Radio  Stations, 
Inc.,  WWSW,  Inc.,  and  Matta  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  are  denied  in  so  far 
as  they  request  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  4  to  Pittsburgh  and  Braddock,  re¬ 
spectively. 

••  See  our  decision  with  respect  to  the  edu¬ 
cational  reservation  in  Boston. 

“See  also  our  decision  with  respect  to 
Boston  and  Brockton. 


Conclusions:  Pittsburgh,  Washington, 
Wheeling-SteubenviUe 

(Channels  7  and  9) 

358.  Pour  parties.  Pittsburgh  Radio 
Supply  House,  Inc.,  Allegheny  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Westinghouse  Radio 
Stations,  Inc.,  and  WCAE,  Inc.  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignment  of 
Channel  9  to  Pittsburgh  and  the  deletion 
of  this  channel  from  Wheeling.  Wash¬ 
ington  Broadcasting  Company  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignment  of 
either  Channel  7  or  Channel  9  to 
Washington  by  deleting  a  channel  from 
Wheeling.  WSTV,  Inc.,  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  either  Channel 
7  or  Channel  9  to^Steubenville  by  de¬ 
leting  a  channel  from  Wheeling. 

359.  We  believe,  in  view  of  the  com¬ 
mon  identity  and  economic  interest  of 
■Wheeling  and  Steubenville,  that  these 
cities  should  be  considered  as  a  single 
entity  for  assignment  purposes.  The 
1950  Census  of  Population  Report  in¬ 
cludes  Wheeling  and  Steubenville  in  one 
standard  metropolitan  area  defined  as 
Wheeling-Steubenville,  with  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  354,092  persons.  The  parties  in 
this  proceeding  have  explicitly  recog¬ 
nized  that  the  needs  of  the  entire  area 
for  television  service  should  be  consid¬ 
ered  rather  than  the  needs  of  the  cities 
within  ,lt  separately.  For  example. 
Port  Industry  in  its  statement  of  Sep¬ 
tember  10,  1951,  in  opposition  to  the  re¬ 
quest  for  deletion  of  a  VHP  channel 
from  Wheeling  to  be  assigned  to  Pitts¬ 
burgh  stated: 

The  allocation  of  two  VHP  channels  to  the 
Wheellng-SteubenvUle  metropolitan  area  Is 
necessary  to  provide  a  choice  of  local  expres¬ 
sion  and  to  promote  a  healthy  competitive 
situation. 

In  its  brief,  WCAE.  Inc.,  posed  the  con¬ 
flicting  requests  of  Pittsburgh,  Wheel¬ 
ing-Steubenville  as  follows: 

Moreover,  In  the  last  anal3rsl8  the  com¬ 
parative  needs  of  the  Pittsburgh  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  must  be  weighed  against  the 
corresponding  needs  of  the  Wheellng-Steu¬ 
benvUle  metropolitan  area  taken  together 
and  not  as  two  separate  areas. 

360.  Accordingly,  the  assignments 
made  to  Wheeling  and  to  Steubenville 
will  be  revised  to  provide  assignments  to 
Wheeling-Steubenville  rather  than  to 
the  respective  cities. 

361.  In  view  of  our  decision,  the  re¬ 
quests  of  the  Pittsburgh  parties  for  the 
assignment  of  Channel  9.  and  of  the 
Washington  party  for  the  assignment 
of  either  Channel  7  or  Channel  9,  must 
be  considered  as  requests  to  delete  that 
channel  from  Wheeling-Steubenville. 
We  do  not  believe  that  the  record  justi¬ 
fies  the  deletion  of  a  channel  from 
■Wheeling-Steubenville  in  order  to  assign 
that  channel  to  Pittsburgh.  As  indi¬ 
cated  above,  the  Commission  in  the 
Third  Notice  proposed  the  assignment  of 
three  ■VHP  and  two  UHP  channels  to 
Pittsburgh.  A  grant  of  the  Pittsburgh 
requests  for  the  assignment  of  Channel 
9  would  add  a  fourth  VHP  channel  to 
the  Pittsburgh  area.  We  do  not  believe 
the  record  Justifies  the  deletion  of  the 
second  VHP  channel  assigned  to  Wheel¬ 
ing-Steubenville  for  this  purpose.  We 
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reach  the  same  conclusion  with  respect 
to  the  request  for  ihe  deletion  of  a  VHP 
channel  from  Wheeling  and  the  assign¬ 
ment  thereof  to  Wsishington.  Washing¬ 
ton  is  located  23  miles  from  Pittsburgh 
and  is  a  suburban  part  of  the  Pittsburgh 
standard  metropolitan  area.  Moreover, 
Washington  would  receive  VHP  Grade  A 
service  from  the  stations  assigned  to 
Pittsburgh  in  addition  to  VHP  Grade  A 
service  from  the  operation  of  a  station 
in  Wheeling. 

362.  Accordingly,  the  counterpropos¬ 
als  of  Pittsburgh  Radio  Supply  House, 
Inc.,  Allegheny  Broadcasting  Company, 
Westinghouse  Radio  Stations,  Inc.,  and 
WCAE,  Inc.,  are  denied  in  so  far  as  they 
request  the  assignment  of  Channel  9  to 
Pittsburgh;  the  coimterproposal  of 
Washington  Broadcasting  Company  is 
denied  and  the  counterproposal  of 
WSTV,  Inc.,  is  denied  in  so  far  as  they 
request  the  assignment  of  either  Chan¬ 
nel  7  or  9  to  Steubenville  only. 

Conclusions:  Additional  Channel  for 
Pittsburgh 

363.  We  believe  that  the  assignment 
of  an  additional  channel  in  Pittsburgh 
is  warranted  on  the  basis  of  the  record. 
It  was  above  pointed  out  that,  in  estab¬ 
lishing  the  Table  of  Assignments,  we 
have  given  consideration  to  the  factor 
of  population;  thus,  cities  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  from  250,000  to  1,000,000  have 
been  provided  from  4  to  6  assignments. 
We  believe,  further,  that  a  city  with  a 
population  of  400,000  or  more,  the  top 
25  cities  in  the  country,  should  have  a 
total  of  at  least  6  channels,  including 
both  VHP  and  ^HP,  where  such  assign¬ 
ments  are  technically  feasible.  It  was 
above  noted,  however,  that  the  counter¬ 
proposals  requesting  additional  VHP 
channels  for  Pittsburgh  could  not  be 
granted.  UHP  Channel  16  in  Pittsburgh 
w'ould  meet  the  required  mileage  spac- 
ings  for  channel  assignments  in  Zone  I. 
Accordingly,  Channel  16  will  be  assigned 
to  Pittsburgh. 

Conclusions:  The  Wheeling  Educational 
Reservation 

364.  As  indicated  above,  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  57  to  Wheeling  is  in 
accordance  with  our  standards,  but  the 
assignment  of  this  channel  to  Steuben¬ 
ville  would  result  in  a  sound  image  sep¬ 
aration  below  the  required  minimum  of 
60  miles.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  no 
objections  to  the  reservation  were  filed, 
the  reservation  of  Channel  57  in  Wheel¬ 
ing  for  noncommercial  educational  use 
is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Order 

365.  Allen  B.  DuMont  Laboratories, 
Inc.,  has  not  objected  to  the  proposed 
modification  of  the  license  of  Station 
WDTV  to  specify  operation  on  Channel 
2  rather  than  Channel  3.  Accordingly, 
an  appropriate  authorization  to  Allen  B. 
DuMont  Laboratories,  Inc.,  will  be  is¬ 
sued  to  specify  operation  of  Station 
WDTV  on  Channel  2. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 


366.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Pittsburgh,  Pa _  . 

2. 11.  *18 
1=1 

16, 47,  SS 
63 
•67 

Washington, 

Wheeling,  W.  Va . 

W'heelingi  W.  Va. -Steu¬ 
benville,  Ohio.  1 

7,9 

1 

1 

61 

ALTOONA,  Pennsylvania;  harrisonburc, 
VIRGINIA 


367.  Proposed  assignments.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  following  assignments: 


1 

City 

1 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

ncl  No. 

Altoona,  Pa _ _ 

19,25 

34 

Harrison  burg,  Va.. _ 

Altoona 


368.  (a)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Altoona  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  140,000  and  the  city  of  Altoona 
has  a  population  of  77,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Gable  Broads 
casting  Company.  Gable  Broadcasting 
Company  requested  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  3  to  Altoona.  No  other 
changes  would  be  required  in  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  by  the  Commission  in 
the  Third  Notice. 

(c)  Statement  in  Support  of  Gable 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Gable  Broadcasting  Company  stated  that 
a  VHP  channel  located  in  Altoona  would 
serve  substantial  portions  of  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  surrounding  counties  which 
would  receive  some  VHP  service  only 
from  one  proposed  assignment  in  Johns¬ 
town,  Pennsylvania,  and  noted  that  there 
are  presently  10,000  receivers  in  Altoona 
and  surrounding  areas. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun^ 
terproposals  to  counterproposal  of  Gable 
Broadcasting  Company.  Cornell  Univer¬ 
sity  filed  a  mutually  exclusive  counter¬ 
proposal  for  the  addition  of  Channel  3  to 
Ithaca.  The  addition  of  Channel  3  to 
Ithaca  has  been  denied  for  the  reasons 
set  forth  in  the  discussion  of  that  coun- 


(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Shenan¬ 
doah  Valley  Broadcasting  Corp.  coun¬ 
terproposal.  Shenandoah  Valley  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp.  stated  that  its  proposal 
would  improve  the  over-all  assignment 
plan  of  television  stations  in  the  United 
States  on  the  basis  of  the  priorities  set 
forth  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(e)  Channel  3  at  Harrisonburg  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  Shenandoah  Valley  would  be 
179  miles  from  the  closest  co-channel 


terproposal.  Shenandoah  Valley  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation,  Harrisonburg,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  filed  a  mutually  exclusive  counter¬ 
proposal  for  the  addition  of  Channel  3 
to  Harrisonburg. 

(e)  In  the  Third  Notice  It  was  pro¬ 
posed  to  assign  Channel  10  to  Philadel¬ 
phia,  Pennsylvania;  Rochester,  New 
York;  and  Columbus,  Ohio.  The  dis¬ 
tances  from  Altoona  to  Philadelphia, 
Rochester  and  Columbus  are  176,  187, 
and  246  miles,  respectively.  The  Third 
Notice  proposed  the  assignment  of  adja¬ 
cent  Channel  9  to  Wheeling,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  at  a  distance  of  126  miles  from 
Altoona,  and- Channel  11  to  Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania,  at  a  distance  of  84  miles 
from  Altoona. 

Harrisonburg 

369.  (a)  Census  data.  The  city  of 
Harrisonburg  has  a  population  of  11,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Shenandoah 
Valley  Broadcasting  Corp.  Shenandoah 
Valley  Broadcasting  Corp.,  requested  the 
addition  of  a  VHP  channel  to  Harrison¬ 
burg.  This  request  is  made  contingent 
by  Shenandoah  Valley  Broadcasting 
Corp.  on  the  grant  of  other  counterpro¬ 
posals  and  would  add  either  Channel  3, 
or  Channel  12,  to  Harrisonburg.  The  re¬ 
quested  addition  of  Channel  12  to  Har¬ 
risonburg  is  made  contingent  upon  our 
adoption  of  the  counterproposal  of 
Southeastern  Ohio  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Inc.,  Zanesville,  Ohio,  to  assign 
Channel  12  to  Zanesville.  We  have  in 
another  part  of  this  Report  denied  the 
counterproposal  of  Southeastern  Ohio 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  to  assign 
Channel  12  to  Zanesville,  and  accord¬ 
ingly,  the  request  for  assignment  of 
Channel  12  at  Harrisonburg  will  not  be 
discussed  further. 

(c)  The  requested  addition  of  Chan¬ 
nel  3  to  Harrisonburg  is  made  contingent 
upon  our  adoption  of  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  WTAR  Radio  Corporation,  Nor¬ 
folk,  Virginia,  to  assign  Channel  3  at 
Norfolk  and  the  counterproposal  of 
WSAZ,  Inc.,  Huntington,  West  Virginia, 
to  assign  Channel  3  at  Huntington.” 
The  assignment  of  Channel  3  would  be 
accomplished  by  making  the  following 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commission  in  the  Third  Notice: 


station  at  Norfolk,  Virginia,”  and  105 
miles  from  the  closest  adjacent  channel 

“  We  have  elsewhere  In  this  report  granted 
the  counterproposals  of  WTAR  Radio  Cor¬ 
poration  to  assign  Channel  3  at  Norfolk  and 
of  WSAZ,  Inc.,  to  assign  Channel  3  at  Hunt¬ 
ington.  The  WSAZ,  Inc.,  counterproposal 
also  substitutes  Channel  8  for  Channel  3  In 
Charleston.  W.  Va. 

**  We  have  In  another  part  of  this  report 
determined  that  the  license  of  Station 
WTAR-TV,  Norfolk.  Virginia,  will  be  modi¬ 
fied  to  specify  Channel  3. 


City 

Third  Notice  j 

j  Proposed  changes 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Harrisonburg,  Va . . . . . 

34 

15,  *21,27 
•2{.29 
•M 
•43,  49 

[31 

131,10 

^112] 

3 . 13 
[8 

.34 

16,  ’21, 27 
•23.29 

•43,  49 

Norfolk-Portsmouth,  Va . 

10,12 

3,6 

8,13 

3 

Richmond,  Va . . . 

Huntinstoh,  W.  Va _ 

Charleston,  W.  Va . 

Friday,'  May  2,  1952 
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(4)  at  Washington,  D.  C.  These  dis¬ 
tances  meet  the  minimum  separations 
adopted  in  the  report  for  this  zone. 

(f)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Shenandoah  Valley 
Broadcasting  Corp.  The  counterpropo¬ 
sal  of  Shenandoah  Valley  Broadcasting 
Corp.,  is  mutually  exclusive  with  the 
counterproposal  of  Gable  Broadcasting 
Company  and  Hampton  Roads  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp.,  Newport  News,  Virginia.** 
Richmond  Newspapers,  Inc.,  Richmond, 
Virginia,  opposed  the  counterproposal  of 
Shenandoah  Valley  for  the  assignment  of 
Channel  3  to  Harrisonburg,  if  it  could  be 
achieved  only  by  the  deletion  of  a  VHP 
channel  from  Richmond.  In  light  of  our 
action  granting  the  counterproposal  of 
WTAR,  Inc.,  which  substitutes  Channel 
12  in  Richmond  for  Channel  3,  Channel 
3  can  be  assigned  to  Harrisonburg  with¬ 
out  deleting  a  Richmond  channel  and 
therefore  meets  the  Richmond  Newspa¬ 
pers,  Inc.,  objection.  Larus  &  Brother 
Company,  Inc.,  Richmond.  Virginia,  op¬ 
posed  the  counterproposal  of  Shenan¬ 
doah  Broadcasting  Corporation  seeking 
the  assignment  of  Channel  3  in  Harri¬ 
sonburg  since  this  would  preclude  the 
utilization  of  Channel  3  in  Richmond. 
For  this  reason  Larus  &  Brother  also  op¬ 
posed  the  counterproposal  of  WTAR, 
Inc.,  to  assign  Channel  3  to  Norfolk  in 
place  of  Richmond.  Our  action  else¬ 
where  in  this  report  granting  the  WTAR, 
Inc.,  counterproposal  Is  determinative  of 
the  opposition  of  Larus  St  Brother  with 
respect  to  the  utilization  of  Channel  3 
in  Richmond. 

Conclusion 


STATE  COLLEGE,  PENNSYLVANIA 
EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATION 

372.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  reservation  of  Channel  44  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  at  State 
College. 

373.  (b)  The  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  44  in  State  Col¬ 
lege,  the  site  of  Pennsylvania  State  Col¬ 
lege.  No  objections  to  the  proposed 
reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  Channel  44  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  State  College  is 
finalized. 

JOHNSTOWN,  PENNSYLVANIA 

374.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice' the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel 
6  and  UHF  Channel  56  to  Johnstown. 

(b)  Existing  stations.  WJAC,  Inc.,  is 
licensed  for  the  operation  of  WJAC-TV, 
Johnstown,  on  Channel  13.  The  Com¬ 
mission  ordered  the  licensee  to  show 
cause  why  the  license  of  WJAC-TV 
should  not  be  modified  to  specify  opera¬ 
tion  on  Channel  6  in  lieu  of  Channel  13. 


(c)  Answer  of  WJAC,  Inc.,  to  shoio 
cause  order.  WJAC,  Inc.,  stated  that  it 
did  not  object  to  the  proposed  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  WJAC-TV  license. 

Conclusion 

375.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  an  ap¬ 
propriate  authorization  to  WJAC,  Inc., 
will  be  issued  to  specify  operation  of 
WJAC-TV  on  Channel  6. 

ERIE,  PENNSYLVANIA 

376.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice,  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  12  and  UHP  Channels  35 
and  41  to  Erie,  with  Channel  41  re¬ 
served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  metropolitan 
area  of  Erie  has  a  population  of  219,000 
and  the  City  of  Erie  has  a  population  of 
131,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  Dispatch,  Inc., 
Is  licensed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WICU  on  Channel  12  in  Erie. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Erie  Televi¬ 
sion  Corporation.  Erie  Television  Cor¬ 
poration  requested  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  64  to  Erie  by  mak¬ 
ing  the  following  changes  in  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice: 


Third  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

City 

V’HE  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Erie . . . . . . 

12 

35, ‘41 
64 

12 

35,  *41,1641 
1621 

Oil  City . 

370.  The  foregoing  counterproposals 
of  Gable  Broadcasting  Company  and 
Shenandoah  Broadcasting  Company 
seeking  the  assignment  of  Channel  3  to 
Altoona  and  Harrisonburg,  respectively, 
are  mutually  exclusive.  As  indicated  ^ 
above,  however,  the  assignment  of  Chan-  * 
nel  10  to  Altoona  would  be  in  accordance 
with  our  standards  adopted  herein.  It 
is  our  view  that  the  record  supports  the 
basis  for  the  additional  assignment  of  a 
VHP  channel  to  both  Altoona  and  Har¬ 
risonburg.  The  conflict  between  these 
communities  can  be  resolved  by  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  10  to  Altoona  and 
Channel  3  to  Harrisonburg.  According¬ 
ly,  the  counterproposal  of  Gable  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  is  denied  in' so  far  as  it 
requests  Channel  3  in  Altoona,  and 
Channel  10  is  assigned  to  Altoona;  and 
the  counterproposal  of  Shenandoah 
Broadcasting  Corp.  is  granted  in  so  far 
as  it  requests  the  assignment  of  Channel 
3  in  Harrisonburg. 

Final  Assignments 


371.  The  following  assignments  for 
Altoona  and  Harrisonburg  are  adopted:  ** 


City 

VHF 

UHF 

Channel  No. 

Channel  No. 

Altoona,  Pa . . 

10 

10, 25 

Harrisonburg,  Va . 

3 

34 

Elsewhere  In  this  report  we  have  denied 
the  counterproposal  of  Hampton  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Corp.  for  the  reasons  there  stated. 

“No  request  was  made  on  the  record  for 
an  educational  reservation  In  Altoona. 


(e)  Statement  in  support  of  Erie  Tele¬ 
vision  Corporation  counterproposal. 
Erie  Television  Corporation  stated  that 
a  grant  of  its  counterproposal  would  be 
in  accordance  with  the  Commission’s 
rules,  with  the  exception  that  Channel 
47  proposed  for  Pittsburgh,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  is  at  a  distance  of  71  miles  from 
Oil  City.  The  required  mileage  separa¬ 
tion  to  protect  against  image  interfer¬ 
ence  between  Channel  47  and  Channel 
62  is  75  miles.  The  Erie  Television 
Corp.  asserted,  however,  that  the  terrain 
between  Pittsburgh  and  Oil  City  is  ex¬ 
tremely  rugged  and  that  it  is  not  ex¬ 
pected  that  image  interference  would 
result  from  utilizing  Channel  47  at 
Pittsburgh  and  Channel  62  at  Oil  City; 
that  it  would  be  possible  to  locate  trans¬ 
mitters  in  Pittsburgh  and  Oil  City  so 
that  the  required  75  miles  spacing  could 
be  met;  and  that  because  of  expected 
Improvements  in  receiver  design,  the 
operation  of  stations  on  Channel  47  in 
Pittsburgh  and  on  Channel  62  in  Oil  City 
would  not  result  in  objectionable  image 
interference. 


(f)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  Erie  Television  Cor¬ 
poration  counterproposal.  A  conflicting 
counterproposal  was  filed  jointly  by 
Buffalo  Courier  Express,  Inc.,  WGR 
Broadcasting  Corporation  and  WBKW, 
Inc.,  all  of  Buffalo.  New  York,  requesting, 
in  part,  that  either  Channel  59  or  Chan¬ 
nel  62  be  assigned  to  Niagara  Falls,  New 
York.  This  counterproposal  of  the 
Buffalo  parties  has  been  discussed  above 
and  denied  for  the  reasons  there  stated, 

(g)  Counterproposal  of  Presque  Isle 
Broadcasting  Company.  Presque  Isle 
Broadcasting  Company  filed  a  counter¬ 
proposal  requesting  the  assignment  of 
all  commercial  tel*vision  at  Erie  to  the 
UHP  band  anti  the  shift  of  the  educa¬ 
tional  reservation  from  UHF  Channel  41 
to  "VHP  Channel  12  so  that  the  two  UHF 
channels  would  be  available  for  com¬ 
mercial  use.  Alternatively,  it  was  re¬ 
quested  by  Presque  Isle  that  UHF 
Channel  58  be  assigned  to  Erie  and 
deleted  from  Jamestown,  New  York;  or 
that  a  flexibility  channel  be  added  to 
Erie.  The  alternative  counterproposals 
of  Presque  Isle  are  as  follows: 


Third  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No, 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

12 

85,  *41 

•12 

88,(411 

Plan  2: 

Erie,  Pa . . . . . . 

12 

85,  *41 

58 

12 

88.*41,|.'«j 

12 

35,  *41 

12 

« 35,  *41 

>  Plus  [flexibility  channel]. 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


<h)  Statement  in  support  of  Presque 
Isle  Broadcasting  Company  counterpro- 
posal.  Presque  Isle  asserted  that  Inter- 
mixture  of  commercial  VHP  and  UHP 
television  channels  in  Erie,  should  be 
eliminated  in  order  to  equalize  competi* 
tion  between  UHP  and  VHP  commercial 
stations.  It  was  asserted  that  the  in¬ 
equality  of  competition  resulting  from 
intermixture  would  discourage  applica¬ 
tions  for  the  only  UHP  commercial  tele¬ 
vision  channel  and,  consequently,  would 
delay  a  competitive  service  to  Erie. 
Presque  Isle  contended  that  there  need 
be  no  injury  to  the  existing  licensee  op¬ 
eration  on  Channel  12,  or  to  the  owners 
of  VHP  television  receivers  in  the  Erie 
area,  since  a  reasonable  period  of  time 
could  be  provided  the  existing  VHP  sta¬ 
tion  to  convert  to  UHP.  In  support  of 
its  alternative  request  that  an  addi¬ 
tional  UHF  channel  be  assigned  to  Erie, 
Presque  Isle  asserted  that  while  this 
alternative  proposal  would  not  meet  the 
objections  to  intermixture,  an  additional 
UHP  commercial  channel  In  Erie  would 
provide  an  incentive  to  the  public  pur¬ 
chase  VHP-UHP  receivers  or  UHF  con¬ 
verters  more  promptly  and  in  greater 
number  than  if  only  1  UHP  station  were 
competing  with  the  VHP  station. 

(i)  Opposition  to  the  Presque  Isle 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Dispatch.  Inc.,  opposed  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  Presque  Isle  to  move  existing 
Station  WICU  to  the  UHF  band  and  to 
move  the  educational  reservation  to  VHP 
Channel  12.  Dispatch,  Inc.,  asserted  that 
converting  the  existing  VHP  television 
station  to  the  UHP  would  be  expensive, 
both  to  the  licensee  and  the  public. 
Moreover,  it  was  asserted  that  if  the 
existing  station  were  required  to  change 
to  the  UHP,  11,735  persons  would  lose 
their  only  commercial  television  service. 

(j)  The  Erie  educational  reservation. 
The  JCET  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  41  in  Erie  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  No  objection  was  filed 
to  the  reservation  of  this  channel. 

Conclusion:  Channel  €4 

377.  With  respect  to  the  Erie  Tele¬ 
vision  Corporation  counterproposal,  we 
have  discussed  above  the  necessity  for 
maintaining  75  mile  separation  between 
channels  in  the  UHP  band  spaced  15 
channels  apart.  It  is  our  view  that  the 
request  must  be  denied  for  the  reasons 
set  out  in  our  discussion  of  minimum 
separations  in  the  UHP. 

Conclusion:  Channels  12  and  *41  • 

378.  It  is  our  view  that  Presque  Isle’s 
counterproposal  requesting  that  all  com¬ 
mercial  television  in  Erie  be  assigned  to 
the  UHF  band  and  the  educational  reser. 
vation  shifted  from  UHP  Channel  41  to 
VHP  Channel  12  should  be  denied.  We 
do  not  believe  that  the  arguments  ad¬ 
vanced  by  Presque  Isle  outweigh  such 
other  important  factors  as  wide  VHP 
coverage  which  have  led  to  the  adoption 
of  our  general  policy  concerning  the 
reservation  of  VHP  channels  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  stations.  We 
have  proposed  the  as.signment  of  only 
one  VHP  channel  to  Erie;  and  in  light 
of  the  fact  that  the  educational  interests 
in  that  community  have  not  requested 


the  reservation  of  that  VHP  channel  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  and 
have  made  no  showing  with  respect  to 
the  utilization  of  a  VHP  channel,  we  do 
not  believe  the  record  supports  the  shift¬ 
ing  of  the  educational  reservation  to  the 
only  VHP  channel  in  Erie.  Further¬ 
more.  since  station  WICU  is  presently 
operating  on  this  VHP  channel,  a  grant 
of  the  Presque  Isle  request  would  neces¬ 
sitate  a  disruption  of  television  service 
in  Erie. 

Conclusions:  Channel  58  and  Flexibility 
Channel 

379.  It  is  our  view  that  the  alternative 
request  of  Presque  Isle  Broadcasting 
Company  that  UHP  Channel  58  be  de¬ 
leted  from  Jamestown,  New  York,  and 
assigned  to  Erie  must  also  be  denied. 
No  basis  has  been  established  in  the 
record  for  the  deletion  of  the  only  chan¬ 
nel  assigned  to  Jamestown  in  order  to 
provide  a  fourth  channel  for  Erie.  How¬ 
ever.  the  Commission  believes  that,  on 
the  basis  of  the  record,  the  addition  of  a 
UHP  assignment  to  Bkie  is  warranted. 
Accordingly,  the  counterproposal  of 
Presque  Isle  Broadcasting  Company,  In¬ 
sofar  as  it  requests  the  assignment  to 
Erie  of  a  channel  from  the  782-890  me 
band,  is  warranted  and  we  are  assign¬ 
ing  Channel  66  to  Erie. 

Conclusion:  The  Educational 
Reservation 

380.  It  is  our  view  on  the  basis  of  the 
record  that  the  proposed  reservation  of 
UHP  Channel  41  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use  in  Erie  should  be  finalized. 

Final  Assignment  and  Reservation 


381.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted; 


city 

VHF 

UHF 

Cbaiuicl  No. 

Channel  No. 

Erip _ 

12 

3S,*41,6« 

LOCK  HAVEN,  PENNSYLVANIA 

382.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  did  not 
propose  the  assignment  of  any  channels 
to  Lock  Haven. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Lock 
Haven  has  a  population  of  11,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Lock  Haven 
Broadcasting  Corporation.  Lock  Haven 
Broadcasting  Corporation  requested  the 
assignment  of  UHP  Channel  32  to  Lock 
Haven. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  counter- 
proposal  of  Lock  Haven  Broadcasting 
Corporation.  In  support  of  its  counter¬ 
proposal,  Lock  Haven  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration  urged  that  the  assignment  of 
Channel  32  to  Lock  Haven,  Pennsylvania, 
would  afford  the  first  television  station  to 
Lock  Haven  and  a  first  television  service 
to  a  small  area  in  the  vicinity  of  Lock 
Haven  and  Williamsport,  Pennsylvania. 
It  was  also  urged  that  the  grant  of  the 
counterproposal  would  afford  the  second 
television  service  in  other  areas. 

Conclusion 

383.  It  Is  our  view  that  the  assignment 
of  a  UHP  channel  to  Lock  Haven  is  war¬ 
ranted.  Accordingly,  the  counterpro¬ 


posal  of  Lock  Haven  Broadcasting 
Corporation  is  granted  and  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  UHF  Channel  32  for  Lock  Haven 
is  adopted. 

BEAVEH  FALLS,  PENNSYLVANIA 

384.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  did  not 
propose  the  assignment  of  any  channels 
to  Beaver  Falls. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Beaver 
Falls  has  a  population  of  17,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  WBVP,  Inc. 
WBVP,  Inc.,  requests  the  assignment  of 
UHP  Channel  16  to  Beaver  Falls.  No 
other  changes  in  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice  were  requested. 

(d)  Statement  in  Support  of  WBVP, 
Inc.,  counterproposal.  In  support  of  the 
WBVP,  Inc.,  coimterproposal  it  was 
stated  that  the  nearest  cities  to  Beaver 
Falls  for  which  the  Commission  proposed 
channel  assignments  are  Pittsburgh,  at  a 
distance  of  31  miles.  Youngstown,  Ohio, 
at  a  distance  of  28  miles,  Butler,  Penn¬ 
sylvania.  at  a  distance  of  21  miles,  and 
New  Castle,  Pennsylvania,  at  a  distance 
of  16  miles.  The  WBVP  counterproposal 
would  result  in  a  co- channel  separation 
of  165  miles'  between  Beaver  Falls.  Penn¬ 
sylvania;  and  Brantford.  Ontario. 

(e)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  WBVP,  Inc.,  counter¬ 
proposal.  The  WBVP,  Inc.,  counterpro¬ 
posal  is  opposed  by,  and  is  mutually  ex¬ 
clusive  with  counterproposals  filed  by  the 
following  parties:  Joint  proposal  filed  by 
the  Cleveland  Broadcasting  Company. 
United  Broadcasting  Company.  WGAR 
Broadcasting  Company,  and  WJW,  Inc., 
all  of  Cleveland,  Ohio;  WCAE,  Inc.,  Pitts¬ 
burgh.  Pennsylvania;  and  Pittsburgh 
Radio  Supply  House.  Pittsburgh.  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Conclusions 

385.  The  WBVP,  Inc.  counterproposal 
.for  the  assignment  of  Channel  16  to 

Beaver  Palls,  Pennsylvania,  would  result 
In  a  co-channel  separation  of  165  miles 
between  Beaver  F^lls  and  Brantford, 
Ontario.  The  counter-proposal  is  de¬ 
nied  for  the  reasons  set  forth  In  our  dis¬ 
cussion  of  Canadian-United  States 
assignments. 

T(H.EDO,  OHIO  EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATION 

386.  (a)  Proposed  Reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  UHP  Channel  30  for 
Toledo. 

(b)  The  Board  of  Education  of  the 
City  School  District  of  Toledo  and  the 
University  of  Toledo  supported  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  Channel  30  in  Toledo  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  No  ob¬ 
jections  were  filed  to  the  proposed 
reservation. 

Conclusions 

387.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
reservation  of  Channel  30  in  Toledo  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

OXFORD,  OHIO,  EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATION 

388.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  UHP  Channel  14  for 
Oxford. 
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(b)  The  Miami  University  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  14  in  Oxford 
for  noncommercial  educational  use. 
No  objection  was  filed  to  the  proposed 
reservation. 

Conclusions 

389.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
reservation  of  Channel  14  in  Oxford  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

AKRON,  AND  WOOSTER,  OHIO 

390,  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following 
assignments  and  reservation: 


City 

vriF 

Channel  No. 

rilF 

Channel  No. 

Akron,  Ohio.............. 

49.  *55.61 

No  assignments  were  proposed  for 
Wooster. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Akron  is  275,000.  The  population  of 
Wooster  is  14,000. 

Akron 

391.  The  Akron  educational  reserva~ 
tion.  The  Board  of  Education  of  Akron 
School  District  and  the  Kent  State  Uni¬ 
versity  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  55  in  Akron  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  The  Board  of  Edu¬ 
cation  stated  that  it  was  cooperating 
with  Kent  State  University  and  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Akron  in  a  preliminary  study 
of  the  problems  involved  in  setting  up 
an  educational  television  station  in  Ak¬ 
ron;  that  such  a  study  w'ould  take  con¬ 
siderable  time  and  consequently  the 
reservation  was  necessary  to  permit  its 
completion;  that  a  joint  committee  rep¬ 
resenting  the  three  institutions  held 
meetings  to  discuss  the  problems  of  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  an  educa¬ 
tional  television  station;  that  research 
is  being  conducted  into  the  possibility 
of  an  educational  network  for  the  State 
of  Ohio  and  that  various  programs  pro¬ 
duced  by  the  radio  department  of  the 
Aki'on  public  schools  could  be  used  for 
educational  television. 

Wooster 

392.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Wooster 
Republican  Printing  Company.  Wooster 
Republican  Printing  Company  requested 
the  deletion  of  Channel  55  from  Akron 
and  its  assignment  to  Wooster.  No  other 
changes  were  requested  in  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Wooster 
Republican  Printing  Company  counter- 
proposal.  Wooster  Republican  Printing 
Company  stated  that  its  proposed  as¬ 
signment  of  a  channel  to  Wooster  would 
better  meet  the  assignment  principles  of 
the  Third  Notice  than  would  the  pro¬ 
posed  assignment. 

(c)  Opposition  to  the  Wooster  counter¬ 
proposal.  The  Board  of  Education  of 
Akron  School  District,  and  the  Summit 
Radio  Corporation.  Akron,  Ohio,  opposed 
the  Wooster  Republican  Printing  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal. 


Conclusions 

393,  It  is  our  view  that  the  record  sup¬ 
ports  the  proposed  assignment  and  res¬ 
ervation  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  of  Channel  55  in  Akron.  The  city 
of  Akron  has  a  population  of  275,000 
as  compared  to  the  city  of  Wooster  with 
a  population  of  14,000.  In  view  of  the 
relative  sizes  of  these  communities  and 
in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  no  other 
channel  is  available  for  assignment  to 
Wooster,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  dele¬ 
tion  of  Channel  55  from  Akron  to  assign 
that  channel  to  Wooster  is  warranted. 
Accordingly,  the  counterproposal  of 
Wooster  Republican  Printing  Company 
is  denied  and  the  proposed  reservation 
of  Channel  55  in  Al^on  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  is  finalized. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

394.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF 

■  UHF 

Channel  No. 

Channel  No. 

49,  *55, 61 

DAYTON,  OHIO 

395.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channels  2  and  7  and  UHF  Chan¬ 
nels  16  and  22  for  Dayton,  with  Channel 
16  reserved  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use. 

(b)  Existing  stations.  Crosley  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  is  licensed  for  the 
operation  of  Station  WLWD  on  Channel 
5.  The  Commission  ordered  the  licensee 
to  show  cause  why  its  license  should  not 
be  modified  to  specify  operation  on 
Channel  2  in  lieu  of  Channel  5.  Miami 
Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation  is  li¬ 
censed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WHIO-TV  on  Channel  13.  The  Com¬ 
mission  ordered  the  licensee  to  show 
cause  why  its  license  should  not  be  mod¬ 
ified  to  specify  operation  on  Channel  7 
in  lieu  of  Channel  13. 

(c)  Answers  to  orders  to  show  cause. 
The  Crosley  Broadcasting  Corporation 
did  not  object  to  the  proposed  modifi¬ 
cation  of  the  WLWD  license.  Miami 
Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation  stated 
that  operation  of  Station  WHIO-TV  on 
Channel  7  in  lieu  of  Channel  13  would 
constitute  an  improvement  in  channel 
assignments  and  that  it  had  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  proposed  change. 

(d)  The  Dayton  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  JCET  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  16  in  Dayton  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  No  objec¬ 
tion  was  filed  to  the  reservation  of  this 
channel. 

Conclusions:  Orders  to  Show  Cause 

396.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  an  ap¬ 
propriate  authorization  will  be  issued  to 
Crosley  Broadcasting  Corporation  to 
specify  operation  of  WLWD  on  Channel 
2;  and  an  appropriate  authorization  to 
Miami  Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation 
will  be  issued  to  specify  operation  of 
Station  WHIO-TV  on  Channel  7. 


Conclusions:  Dayton  Educational 
Reservation 

397.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  Channel  16  in  Dayton  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


398.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

1  VHF 

1  Channel  No.  j 

T’HF 

Channel  No. 

Day  ton,  Ohio _ 

2.7 

•16, 22 

WARREN,  OHIO 

399.  (a)  Proposed  assignment.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  assignment  of  UHF  Channel  21  to 
Warren. 

(b)  The  Warren  Tribune  Radio  Sta¬ 
tion,  Inc.,  supported  the  proposed  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  21  to  Warren.  No 
objection  was  filed  to  the  assignment  of 
this  Channel. 

Conclusions 

400.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  pro¬ 
posed  assignment  of  Channel  21  for  War¬ 
ren  is  adopted. 

'  YOUNGSTOWN,  OHIO 

401.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  UHF  channels 
27  and  33  to  Youngstown. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Youngstown  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  528,000  and  the  city  of 
Youngstown  has  a  population  of  168,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Vindicator 
Printing  Company.  Vindicator  Printing 
Company  requested  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  to  Youngstown  of  one  or  more 
channels  in  the  782-890  me  band. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Vindi¬ 
cator  Printing  Company  counterpro¬ 
posal.  Vindicator  Printing  Company 
stated  that  Youngstown  is  the  only  one 
of  the  first  30  metropolitan  areas  of  the 
United  States  which  has  not  been  as¬ 
signed  at  least  2  VHP  channels  for  com¬ 
mercial  use,  and  is  also  one  of  three  of 
the  first  30  metropolitan  areas  which 
has  not  been  assigned  at  least  five  chan¬ 
nels:  that  Youngstown  is  the  only  prin¬ 
cipal  city  of  the  first  30  metropolitan 
areas  which’^does  not  have  at  least  three 
television  channels  assigned  to  it  for 
commercial  use;  and  that  the  city  of 
Youngstown  supports  three  AM  and  two 
FM  broadcast  stations.  No  opposition 
was  filed  to  the  counterproposal. 

(e)  Channel  73  can  be  assigned  to 
Youngstown  in  accordance  with  the 
standards  adopted  herein. 

Conclusions 

402.  It  is  our  view  based  on  the  record 
that  the  assignment  of  an  additional 
channel  to  Youngstown  is  warranted. 
Accordingly,  the  counterproposal  of  Vin¬ 
dicator  Printing  Company  is  granted, 
and  Channel  73  Is  assigned  to  Youngs¬ 
town. 


L 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


Final  Assignments  ** 


403.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted: 


City  1 

VHF 

UHF 

Channel  No. 

Channel  No. 

Youngstown,  Ohio _ _ _ 

27,33, 73 

CINCINNATI,  OHIO 

404.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  arid 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  to 
Cincinnati  of  VHF  Channels  5,  9,  and 
12  and  UHP  Channels  48  and  54,  with 
Channel  48  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Cincinnati  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  904,000  and  the  city  of  Cin¬ 
cinnati  has  a  population  of  504,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  Crosley  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  is  licensed  for  the 
operation  of  Station  WLWT  on  Chan¬ 
nel  4.  The  Commission  ordered  the 
licensee  to  show  cause  why  its  license 
should  not  be  modified  to  specify  opera¬ 


tion  on  Channel  5  In  lieu  of  Channel  4. 
Radio  Cincinnati,  Inc.,  is  licensed  for 
the  operation  of  Station  WKRC-TV  on 
Channel  11.  The  Commission  ordered  the 
licensee  to  show  cause  why  Its  license 
should  not  be  modified  to  specify  opera¬ 
tion  on  Channel  12  in  lieu  of  Channel  11. 
Scripps-Howard  Radio  Inc.,  is  licensed 
for  the  operation  of  Station  WCPO-TV 
on  Channel  7.  The  Commission  ordered 
the  licensee  to  show  cause  why  its  license 
should  not  be  modified  to  specify  opera¬ 
tion  on  Channel  9  in  lieu  of  Channel  7. 

(d)  Answers  to  orders  to  show  cause. 
The  Crosley  Broadcasting  Corporation 
did  not  object  to  the  proposed  modifica¬ 
tion  of  license  of  WLWT.  Radio  Cincin¬ 
nati,  Inc.,  supported  the  proposed  modi¬ 
fication  of  license  of  WKRC-TV. 
Scripps-Howard  Radio,  Inc.,  did  not 
object  to  the  proposed  modification  of 
license  of  WCPO-TV. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  L.  B.  Wilson, 
Inc.  L.  B.  Wilson,  Inc.,  requested  the 
assignment  of  an  additional  VHP  chan¬ 
nel  to  Cincinnati  by  making  the  follow¬ 
ing  changes  in  the  assignments  proposed 
in  the  Third  Notice: 


City 

Third  Notice 

Phn  1 

Plan  2 

VII F  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

^UHFChan- 
u?l  No. 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

1 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Cincinnati,  Ohio _  _ 

5,«.  12 
C,8,*13 
8.13 
3,11 

4 

12 

•12 

10 

3 

12 

e 

12 

13 

2,5.7. 

9,  *11 

1  •48, 54 

'  30.30 

•53 
•ir.2i 

•»i. 

22 
27.33 
•.’i7. 0.3 
30,  *30 
18 
4.3 
IS 

39.  •  IS 
20,  3('>.  32, 
38. -14 
49.  .'i.S 
38 
32 
51 
03 

5,9,  [11.13 

K|12 
3,  [0 

'1" 

1*3 

1? 

(12 

|3 

[12 

fP 

•48,  .51 
30.20 
•53 
•1.5,  21 
•30.36 
22 
27,33 
*57. 03 
30,  *30 
18 
4.3 
18 

5.9,  [11.13] 
[4],  8. 1*12] 
8.  [12] 
3.  (6 
io| 

12 

|3 

[12 

(fij 

*48.  54 
20,  [.55] 
*.53 
•15.21 
•30.36 
22,  [4S] 
27.33 
[41],  *.57. 03 
20,  *20 
18 
43 
18 

Indianapolis,  Ind _ 

Hiintin^on,  W.  V’a . . . 

l.oiiisviIlc,  Kv- -  --  --  -  _ 

Blooinington,  Ind _  _  ... 

ClarksbutT,  W.  Va . . . 

Crbana.  Ill _ _ 

Terre  Haute,  Ind _ 

Ft>ringfield,  Ill _ ......... _ 

Kfrksville,  Mo. .  ...  _ _  ...  _ 

I’adiicah,  Kv  ..... _ 

Cajie  Girardeau,  Mo  . 

Ro^-kford.  in.... . 

Chicago.  Ill..... _ 

Mnneie.  Ind _ _ _ _ 

1231  49 

C onnorsviUe.  Ind _  .  . 

32 

20 

63 

51 

Kiehmond,  Ind... _ _ _ 1.. . 

Pteulienville,  Ohio _ ! _ 

Washington,  Pa... _ _ _ t _ 

. 1 . 

1 

City 

. 

Third  Notice 

Plan  3 

Plan  4 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHFChan- 
nol  No. 

tHFCh-an- 
IH-l  No. 

U II F  Chan¬ 
nel  No 

VII F  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHFChan. 
nel  No. 

Cincinnati.  Ohio...  ...  . 

5.9.12 
0,8.  *13 
8,13 
3.11 

4 

12 

•12 

10 

3 

12 

0 

12 

13 

2,.5,  7,9,  •!! 

•48,  ,54 
20.35 
*.53 
•15,  21 

5. 9.  [111.  [13 
6^8.  (*10 
8.(12 
3.(12 

•48.  .54 

2(),2e 
*.53 
•15.  21 

.5, 9,  [11. 1.3] 
6,8.1*10 
8.112 
3,(12) 

•48.  .54 
20,  (5.5) 
•53 
•1.5,  21 

Indianapolis,  Ind . . . . 

Hiintineton.  W.  Va _ 

Louisville.  Kv  _ 

Bloomington,  Ind . . . 

•.3(1.  .36 
22 
27.33 
•.57. 03 
2(1,  *26 
18 
43 
18 

39,  *45 
20,  20,  .32, 
38,44 
49,  .55 
.38 
32 
51 

63 

Clarksburg.  W.  Va _ _ 

15] 

22 

l-J 

22,(18] 

Urliana,  111 _ _ _ 

Terre  Haute,  Ind _ 

H 

•57,03 

H 

[41],  *57,63 

Fpringfleld,  Ill . . 

Kirksville.  Mo _  . 

ra<luoah,  Ky . 

Cape  Oiraniean,  Mo  _ 

B(K  kford.  Ill . 

(-J 

2,  5,  7.  9, 
•11.(13] 

39,  *45 
20,  30,  32, 
38.44 

I-] 

2,  5,  7,  9. 
•11,(13] 

39,  *45,  |51I 

Chicago,  in . . 

Muncie,  Ind . . . 

(23; 

44 

49 

SI 

26 

03 

51 

Connorsville,  Ind _ _ _ 

Kiehmond.  ln<l . . . . 

■  ■  *1 . 

Steuben ville,  Ohio . ' 

W  ashington,  l*a... _ _ 1 

' 

i 

1 

1 

(f)  Statement  in  support  of  L.  B.  Wil¬ 
son,  Inc.,  counterproposal.  L.  B.  Wilson, 
luc.,  stated  that  Cincinnati  is  one  of  the 
outstanding  cities  of  the  Ohio  Valley  and 
the  midwest;  that  it  is  recognized  as 
one  of  the  outstanding  wholesale  mar¬ 
kets  and  manufacturing  centers;  and 


••  No  request  was  made  on  the  record  for 
an  educational  reservation  In  Youngstown. 


that  the  need  and  Interest  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  television  channel  is  evidenced  by 
the  258,000  television  receiving  sets 
presently  in  the  hands  of  consumers  in 
the  area. 

(g)  The  counterproposals  of  L.  B. 
Wilson,  Inc.,  would  result  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  co-channel  separations  below  170 
miles  in  Zone  I. 


Chan¬ 

nel 

Citicft 

Plan 

13 

Terre  Haiife-CineinnatL 

1 

5 

Clarksbiirg-Cleveland 
tion  WEWS) . 

(St  a- 

1 

1 

>4 

IndianaiMll'i-Coluinbus 
tion  WLWC1 _ 

(SU- 

4 

2 

5 

Clarkshurg-Cleveland 
tion  WEWS) . 

(Sta- 

3 

10 

Indianatiolis-I'olonibiis 

(tta- 

.3 

10 

4 

1  Station  WTVN  and  WFI)M-TV  are  liccn:cd  i  > 
operate  on  Channel  A  at  roluii'.bns  and  Indinnaxoliv. 
respe<'tively.  The  Third  Notice  j>ro’H>jed  to  contiii'  e 
the  iissipnnicnt  of  Ch:umel  6  to  Ixilh  cities.  Thus  1  ntid 
2  of  the  L.  B.  Wilson.  Ine..  coiintcrproiiotal  novld  s-h 
stitute  Chiinnel  4  for  Charne!  «  at  lndi);n8!K)lis  Mieiel.y 
requiring  nioditlfation  of  the  V.  I'liM-T  V  license. 

(h)  The  L.  B.  Wilson  counterproposal 
would  also  result  in  oscillator  radia¬ 
tion  interference.  Such  Interference 
would  be  encountered  (1)  in  the  Cincin¬ 
nati  area  by  the  assignment  of  Channels 
9  and  13  to  that  community  (proposed 
by  Plans  1,  2,  3.  and  4),  (2)  in  areas 
served  jointly  by  a  station  in  Dayton  on 
Channel  7  and  a  station  in  Cincinnati 
on  Channel  11  (proposed  by  Plans  1,  2,  3. 
and  4),  (3)  in  the  Indianapolis  area  by 
the  assignment  of  Channels  8  and  12  in 
Indianapolis  (proposed  by  Plans  1  and 
2>,  and  ^4)  by  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nels  8  and  12  in  Huntington.  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  (Plans  1,  2,  3,  and  4),  and  (5)  by 
the  assignment  of  Channels  9  and  13  in 
Chicago  (proposed  by  Plans  3  and  4). 

(1)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  L.  B.  Wilson,  Inc., 
counterproposal.  Oppositions  to  the 
counterproposal  of  L.  B.  Wilson,  Inc.,  to 
add  an  additional  channel  at  Cincinnati, 
Ohio,  or  counterproposals  which  conflict 
therewith  have  been  filed  by  the  follow¬ 
ing  parties:  Champaign  News-Gazette, 
Champaign,  Illinois;  University  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  Urbana,  Illinois;  Indianapolis 
Broadcasting.  Inc.,  Indianapolis,  Indi¬ 
ana;  Universal  Broadcasting  Company, 
Indianapolis,  Indiana;  West  Central 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  Peoria, 
Illinois;  Ohio  State  University,  Colum¬ 
bus,  Ohio;  Ashland  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Ashland.  Kentucky;  Southern 
Illinois  University,  Carbondale,  Illinois: 
William  H.  Block  Company,  Indianapo¬ 
lis,  Indiana ;  Cedar  Rapids  Gazette, 
Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa;  Mid-America 
Broadcasting  Corp.,  Louisville,  Kentucky; 
WHAS,  Inc.,  Louisville,  Kentucky;  Radio 
Cincinnati,  Inc.  < WKRC-TV),  Cincin¬ 
nati,  Ohio;  Quad-City  Broadcasting 
Corporation,  Moline,  Illinois;  Peoria 
Broadcasting  Company,  Peoria,  Illinois; 
WCAE,  Inc.,  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania: 
WFBM,  Inc.,  Indianapolis,  Indiana :  Wa¬ 
bash  Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation, 
Terre  Haute,  Indiana;  Crosley  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  (WLWC),  Colum¬ 
bus,  Ohio;  Dispatch  Printing  Company 
(WBNS-TV),  Columbus.  Ohio;  Scripps- 
Howard  Radio,  Inc,  (WEWS),  Cleveland, 
Ohio;  Rockford  Broadcasters,  Inc.. 
Rockford.  Illinois;  joint  opposition  filed 
by  Cleveland  Broadcasting  Company, 
Inc.;  United  Broadcasting  Company; 
the  WGAR  Broadcasting  Company  and 
WJW,  Inc.,  all  of  Cleveland.  Ohio;  WIBC, 
Inc.,  Indianapolis.  Indiana;  Southeast¬ 
ern  Ohio  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
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Zanesville,  Ohio:  Radio  Indianapolis, 
Inc.,  Indianapolis,  Indiana;  Hirsch 
Broadcasting  Company,  Cape  Girardeau, 
Missouri;  and  Columbia  Broadcasting 
System,  Inc.,  Chicago,  Illinois. 

(j)  The  Cincinnati  educational  reser~ 
ration.  Civic,  religious,  and  educational 
institutions  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  48  in  Cincinnati  for  non-com¬ 
mercial  educational  use.  No  objection 
was  filed  to  the  reservation. 

Co7iclusions :  Request  for  Additional  VHP 
Channel  vi  Cincinnati 

405.  It  is  our  view  that  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  L.  B.  Wilson.  Inc.,  requesting 
the  assignment  of  a  fourth  VHP  channel 
to  Cincinnati  must  be  denied.  Follow¬ 
ing  are  the  co-channel  separations  below 
170  miles  in  Zone  I  which  would  result 
under  the  four  alternative  plans  sub¬ 
mitted  by  L.  B.  Wilson,  Inc.: 


(’hiin- 

IK'l 

Cities 

PUin 

SetKi- 

ratiun 

13  i 

Terre  Haate-rinrinii.sti . 

1 

Miles 

ir,7 

6 

ClarkstiiirK-Clevele.mi  (Sta¬ 
tion  W  KW  .S) . 

1 

.lf>2 

4 

Indiiina'M)li<-('oluiiit>us  (Sta¬ 
tion  W  LU  C) . 

1 

107.  4 

4 

. lU* . 

2 

107.  4 

6 

Clark.stinre-Clevelarnl  (Sta¬ 
tion  U'EU'.'') . 

3 

102 

10 

Indiana wlis-Col'.'nilitis  (Sta¬ 
tion  UllNS-TV) . 

3 

107.5 

10 

4 

Km'.  0 

Since  the  foregoing  separations  are  below 
the  minimum  of  170  miles  provided  for 
Zone  I  the  alternative  plans  of  L.  B.  Wil¬ 
son  cannot  be  adopted. 

406.  In  addition  alternative  Plans  2 
and  4  would  substitute  UHF  channels  for 
VHP  channels  propo.sed  in  the  Third 
Notice  for  other  cities  and  Plan  3  deletes 
VHP  channels  with  no  replacements 
therefor.  The  Commission,  in  the  Third 
Notice,  proposed  the  assignment  of  one 
VHP  channel  for  Terre  Haute,  one  VHP 
channel  for  Rockford,  and  one  VHP 
channel  for  Clarksburg.  Plan  2  would 
delete  the  only  VHP  channels  proposed 
to  be  assigned  at  Terre  Haute  and 
Clarksburg.  Plan  3  would  delete  the 
only  VHP  channels  proposed  to  be  as¬ 
signed  to  Terre  Haute  and  Rockford. 
Plan  4  would  delete  the  only  VHP  chan¬ 
nels  proposed  for  Terre  Haute,  Clarks¬ 
burg  and  Rockford.  Under  the  foregoing 
plans,  the  number  of  possible  VHP  as¬ 
signments  w’ould  be  decreased  since  the 
number  of  VHP  assignments  required  to 
be  deleted  under  each  plan  would  exceed 
the  number  of  VHP  assignments  which 
would  be  added.  It  is  our  view  that  the 
deletion  of  the  only  VHP  channel  as¬ 
signed  to  these  communities  in  order  to 
assign  a  fourth  VHP  channel  to  Cincin¬ 
nati  is  not  warranted.  In  addition  to 
the  foregoing,  each  of  L.  B.  Wilson’s 
plans  would  result  in  oscillator  radiation 
interference.  In  view  of  the  foregoing, 
the  counterproposal  of  L.  B.  Wilson,  Inc., 
to  assign  an  additional  VHP  channel  to 
Cincinnati  is  denied. 

Conclusions:  Additional  Channel  for 
Cmcinnati 

407.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  as¬ 
signment  of  an  additional  channel  in 
Cincinnati  is  warranted  on  the  basis  of 


the  record.”  It  was  above  noted  that 
the  counterproposal  requesting  an  addi¬ 
tional  VHP  channel  for  Cincinnati  could 
not  be  granted.  UHF  Channel  74  in  Cin¬ 
cinnati  w'ould  meet  the  required  mileage 
spacings  for  channel  assignments  in  this 
zone.  Accordingly,  Channel  74  will  be 
added  to  Cincinnati. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Order 

408.  An  appropriate  authorization  will 
be  issued  to  Crosley  Broadcasting  Corp., 
to  specify  operation  of  Station  WLWT  on 
Channel  5.  An  appropriate  authoriza¬ 
tion  will  be  issued  to  Scripps-Howard 
Radio,  Inc.,  to  specify  operation  of 
WCPO  on  Channel  9.  An  appropriate 
authorization  will  be  issued  to  Radio 
Cincinnati.  Inc.,  to  specify  operation  of, 
WKRC-TV  on  Channel  12. 

Co7iclusions:  Cincinnati  Educational 
Reservation 

409.  On  the  ba.sis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  Channel  48  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use  in  Cincinnati  is 
finalized. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

410.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VII F  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  N'o. 

nel  N'o. 

Cincinnati,  Ohio . 

6.0.12 

•4S.  54.  74 

CLEVELAND  AND 

S.ANDUSXY, 

OHIO 

411.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  to 
Cleveland  of  VHP  Channels  3,  5,  and  8, 
and  UHF  Channels  19  and  25  with  Chan¬ 
nel  25  to  be  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use,  and  the  assignment  to 
Sandusky  of  UHF  Channel  59. 


(b)  Statement  in  support  of  the  joint 
counterproposal.  The  parties  stated  in 
support  of  the  joint  counterproposal  that 
the  four  commercial  channels  proposed 
by  the  Third  Notice  are  inadequate  to 
meet  the  needs  of  Cleveland;  that  Cleve¬ 
land  is  Ohio’s  largest  city  and  the  seventh 
largest  city  in  population  in  the  United 
States ;  that  there  is  a  strong  demand  in 
the  area  for  additional  television  service; 
and  that  there  are  approximately  500,000 
television  receivers  in  the  Cleveland  area. 


See  also  our  discussion  above  In  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  addition  of  a  fJHF  channel  to 
Pittsburgh. 


(b)  Census  data.  The  Cleveland 
standard  metropolitan  area  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  1,466.000  and  the  city  of 
Cleveland  has  a  population  of  915.000. 
The  city  of  Sandusky  has  a  population 
of  29,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  The  National 
Broadcasting  Company,  InC.,  is  licensed 
for  the  operation  of  Station  WNBK 
Cleveland,  on  Channel  4.  The  Commis¬ 
sion  ordered  the  licensee  to  show’  cause 
why  its  license  should  not  be  modified 
to  specify  operation  on  Channel  3  in 
lieu  of  Channel  4.  Empire  Coil  Co., 
Inc,,  is  licensed  for  the  operation  of  Sta¬ 
tion  WXEL  on  Channel  9  in  Cleveland. 
The  Commission  ordered  the  licensee  to 
show  cause  why  its  license  should  not 
be  modified  to  specify  operation  on 
Channel  8  in  lieu  of  Channel  9.  Scripps- 
Howard  Radio,  Inc.,  is  licensed  for  the 
operation  of  Station  WEWS  on  Channel 
5  in  Cleveland. 

(d)  Ansivers  to  orders  to  show  cause. 
The  National  Broadcasting  Company, 
Inc.,  supported  the  proposed  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  WNBK  license,  and  Empire 
Coil.  Inc.,  supported  the  proposed  modi¬ 
fication  of  the  WXEL  license. 

Clevela?id 

'  412.  (a)  Joint  couiiterproposal  of 
Cleveland  .Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
United  Broadcasting  Company;  the 
WGAR  Broadcasting  Company;  and 
WWJ,  Inc.  The  above  named  parties 
filed  a  joint  counterpi’oposal  which 
would  add  UHF  Channels  31,  59,  and  65 
to  Cleveland  and  change  the  educational 
reservation  from  Channel  25  to  Channel 
65.  Channel  65  would  be  added  without 
making  other  changes  in  the  channels 
proposed  to  be  assigned  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice;  Channel  59  w’ould  be  added  by 
substituting  Channel  42  for  Channel  59 
at  Sandusky,  Ohio;  and  Channel  31 
would  be  added  by  making  the  following 
other  changes  in  the  channel  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice: 


(c)  Opposition  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals.  The  request  to  add  Chan¬ 
nel  65  to  Cleveland  is  mutually  exclusive 
with  the  counterproposal  of  WCAE,  Inc., 
at  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania,  and  the 
counterproposal  of  the  Trebit  Corpora¬ 
tion  at  Flint,  Michigan.  The  counter¬ 
proposals  of  both  W’CAE,  Inc.,  and  the 
Trebit  Corporation  have  been  denied 
elsewhere  in  this  Report  for  the  reason 
there  stated.  The  request  to  assign 
Channel  59  to  Cleveland  by  substituting 
Channel  42  in  Sandusky.  Ohio,  for  Chan¬ 
nel  59  is  not  in  conflict  with  any  other 
counterproposals  nor  have  oppositions 
been  filed  thereto.  Oppositions  or  con- 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Cleveland.  Ohio . . . . . 

3,  5. 8 
2.4,7 

19.  *25 
60,  ‘50, 02 
31 
.5.3 
18 
27.3.3 
31 
17 
Zl 
47,  M 
32,38 

3.  5.  8 
2, 1.  7 

19.  2.5.  (31) 
138),  *50.  02 

(i>l 

[21 

m 

II8J.2; 

pH 

I’vi 

|10).47 
32, 150] 

J)uHois,  Pa _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Findlay.  Ohio _ _ _ _ _ 

Gallipolis.  Ohio . . 

l.e.xington.  Ky . . . . . 

Lorain,  Ohio . . . . . . 

M.arion,  Ohio _ _ _ 

Ma.s.sillon,  Ohio _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

2, 11,  *13 

2,  ii,  *13 

9 
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flicting  counterproposals  to  the  counter¬ 
proposal  to  assign  Channel  31  to  Cleve¬ 
land  have  been  filed  by  Pittsburgh  Radio 
Supply  House.  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania; 
WVEP,  Beaver  Palls,  Pennsylvania;  and 
Tri-County  Broadcasting  Company,  Du- 
Bois,  Pennsylvania. 

(d)  The  Cleveland  educational  veser- 
vatioji.  The  Board  of  Education  and  the 
Superintendent  of  Schools  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  25  in  Cleveland 
for  noncommercial  educational  use.  No 
objection  vas  filed  to  the  reservation 
of  a  channel,  however,  the  joint  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Cleveland  Broadcasting 
Company  et  al.,  which  requests  that  UHP 
Channel  65  be  added  to  Cleveland  also 
requests  that  Channel  65  be  reserved  in 
heu  cf  Channel  25. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Channels 

413.  It  is  our  view  that  the  record 
warrants  the  additional  assignment  of 
a  UHF  channel  to  Cleveland,  Ohio’s  larg¬ 
est  city  and  the  seventh  largest  city  in 
population  in  the  United  States.  We 
are  not  of  the  opinion,  however,  that 
the  record  supports  the  addition  of  mere 
than  one  UKP  c’nannel  to  Cleveland. 
Vv'e  believe  that  the  assignment  of  one 
additional  channel  makmg  a  total  cf 
6  channels  to  a  community  the  size  of 
Cleveland  compares  favorably  with  the 
number  assigned  to  communities  of  sim¬ 
ilar  size.  I.Ioreover,  the  availability  of 
additional  channels,  for  assignment  in 
the  area,  particularly  in  tiie  782-300  mo 
band,  is  extremely  limited  and  the 
assignment  cf  a  greater  number  cf  chan¬ 
nels  to  Cleveland  would  decrease  the 
availability  of  such  channels  to  other 
cities  and  communities  in  the  area. 
There  remains  for  decision  which  of  the 
three  channels  requested  by  the  joint 
counterproposal  should  be  assigned  as  an 
additional  channel  for  Cleveland  and 
what  other  changes,  if  any,  should  be 
adopted.  It  is  our  view  that  the  most 
efilcient  assignment  plan  for  the  area 
is  created  if  Channel  65  is  added  to 
Cleveland  and  Channel  42  is  substituted 
for  Channel  59  in  Sandusky.  Channel 
59  will  remain  unassigned  in  the  area 
and  thus  will  be  available  for  assignment 
later  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 
adopted  herein.  It  is  our  view  that  other 
changes  in  channel  assignments  which 
were  requested  by  the  counterproposal, 
should  net  be  adopted. 

Co7iclvsions:  The  Educational 
Reservation 

414.  It  is  cur  view  that  the  record 
supports  the  proposed  reservation  of 
Channel  25  in  Cleveland  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use.  The  Commis¬ 
sion  does  not  recognize  differences  in 
UHF  channels  for  assignment  purposes. 
We  see  no  merit,  therefore,  in  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Cleveland  parties  that  the 
educational  rc.«^ervation  be  shifted  from 
Channel  if5  to  Channel  65  and  this  re¬ 
quest  is  denied. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Orders 

415.  An  appropriate  authorization  will 
be  issued  to  National  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Inc.,  to  specify  operation  of  WNBK 
on  Channel  3.  An  appropriate  author¬ 
ization  will  be  issued  to  Empire  Coil 
Company,  Inc.  to  specify  operation  of 
WXEL  on  Channel  8. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


416.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

1 

VHF  Chiui- 
nt  l  N  o. 

1 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

Cleveland,  flhio . . 

3.5,8 

19,  *25,  f  .5 
42 

Sandu-sky,  Ohio . . . 

COLUMBUS,  OHIO 

417.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  to 
Columbus  of  VHP  Channels  4,  6  and  10, 
and  UHF  Channels  34  and  40  with  Chan¬ 
nel  34  to  be  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  Columbus 
standard  metropolitan  area  has  a  popu- 
ulation  of  5C3,C00  and  the  city  of  Colum¬ 
bus  has  a  population  of  329,000. 


ff)  Statement  in  support  cf  Ohio 
State  University  counterproposal.  In 
support  of  its  counterproposal  Ohio  State 
University  stated  that  it  is  the  largest 
institution  of  higher  education  in  Ohio; 
that  it  expects  to  construct  a  VIIF  edu¬ 
cational  station  immediately  if  Channel 
12  is  assigned  to  Columbus  and  reserved 
for  noncommercial  educational  u'e ;  that 
adequate  funds  are  available  for  tire 
construction  and  operation  of  a  station; 
that  it  began  broadcasting  educational 
programs  in  1922;  that  it  broadcasts 
programs  direct  to  clas'^rocm  receivers  in 
Ohio  schools;  and  that  the  annual 
budget  for  the  operation  of  its  stations  is 
over  $150,000.  With  respect  to  the  re¬ 
quested  substitution  of  a  UHF  channel 
for  the  VHP  channel  proposed  for 
Clarksburg  in  the  Third  Notice,  it  was 
asserted  that  Clarksburg.  West  Virginia, 
could  best  be  served  by  UIIP  channels 
exclusively;  that  the  use  of  UHP  in 
Clarksburg  and  Huntington,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  would  be  practical:  that  the  dele¬ 
tion  of  VHP  Channel  12  from  Clarks¬ 
burg  and  the  addition  of  that  channel  to 
Cumberland,  Maryland,  would  provide 
VHF  service  to  a  larger  community;  that 
the  deletion  of  VHP  Channel  *13  from 
Indianapolis  would  not  deprive  Indian¬ 
apolis  of  a  commercial  VHF  service; 
that  if  a  UHP  channel  were  reserved  for 
educational  use  in  Indianapolis  a 
strong  incentive  would  be  furnished 
present  set  owners  to  buy  adapters. to 
receive  UHF  signals ;  that  a  VHP  chan¬ 
nel  in  Columbus  could  provide  educa¬ 
tional  television  service  in  the  immediate 
future  to  55  percent  of  the  homes  in  tiie 
Columbus  area  now  equipped  with  VHP 
sets  (229,000  sets  as  of  October  1,  1951) 
and  that  the  operation  of  a  UHP  sta¬ 
tion  in  Columbus  is  a  commercial  im.- 
possibility  and  an  educational  imprac- 


(c)  Existing  Stations.  C  r  o  s  1  e  y 
Broadcasting  Corporation  is  licensed  for 
the  operation  of  Station  WLWC  on 
Channel  3.  The  Commission  has  or¬ 
dered  the  licensee  to  show'  cause  why  its 
license  should  not  be  modified  to  specify 
operation  on  Channel  4  in  lieu  of  Chan¬ 
nel  3.  The  Dispatch  Printing  Company 
is  licensed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WBNS-TV  on  Channel  10.  Picture 
Waves,  Inc.,  is  licensed  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  Station  WTVN  on  Channel  6. 

(d)  Answer  to  order  to  show  cause. 
The  Crosley  Broadcasting  Corporation 
has  not  objected  to  the  proposed  modifi¬ 
cation  of  the  WLWC  license. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  Ohio  State 
University.  Ohio  State  University  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignment  of 
VHF  Channel  12  to  Columbus  and  the 
reservation  of  that  channel  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  Use  by  making  the 
following  changes  in  the  assignments 
proposed  in  the  Third  Notice : 


ticability.  The  Ohio  State  University 
counterproposals  would  result  in  oscilla¬ 
tor  radiation  interference  in  the  Cin¬ 
cinnati  area  by  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nels  9  and  13  to  that  community. 

(g)  The  Columbus  public  schools  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  Channel  34  in 
Columbus  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  Aside  from  the  position 
taken  by  Ohio  State  University  no  ob¬ 
jection  was  filed  to  the  reservation  of 
this  channel. 

(h)  Oppositions  'and  co7i  flicting 
counterproposals  to  the  counterproposal 
of  Ohio  State  University.  Oppositions 
and  conflicting  counterproposals  were 
filed  by:  Radio  Cincinnati,  Inc.,  Cincin¬ 
nati,  Ohio;  Clarksburg  Broadcasting 
Corp.,  and  Ohio  Valley  Broadcasting 
Corp.,  both  of  Clarksburg,  West  Va.; 
Universal  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
Crosley  Broadcasting  .Corporation, 
WIBC.  Inc.,  William  H.  Block  Company, 
and  Indianapolis  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  all  of  Indianapolis.  Indiana;  Hunt¬ 
ington  Radio  Corporation.  Huntington, 
W'^est  Va.,  and  Ashland  Broadcasting 
Company,  Ashland,  Kentucky. 

Conclusions:  Columbus  Educational 
Reservation 

418.  It  is  our  view  that  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Ohio  State  University  should 
be  denied  since  it  would  result  in  an  in¬ 
efficient  utilization  of  the  available  fre¬ 
quencies.  The  counterproposal  would 
delete  VHF  channels  from  three  other 
cities  of  large  size  and  Importance  and 
would  assign  VHF  channels  to  only  two 
cities  in  order  to  secure  an  additional 
assignment  for  Columbus.  V/e  do  not 
believe  that  the  record  supports  the  basis 
for  this  reduction  in  the  total  number 
of  assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice.  Further,  the  counterproposal 


Third  Xotice 

Propi'sed  chsne-s 

City 

VI!  F  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

UI!F  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

VIIF  C!.,.n- 
nel  .N'o. 

1  I!F  Ch  ;n- 
nel  X  J. 

Colnn’hiis,  0!'.io . . . 

4.  10 

40 

4,  r.  10.  [*12 

.1',  !0 

.  5.!‘.  ’2 

•4S.  .51 

•4''.  "1 

12 

o.> 

17 

17 
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fi.  s  1- 

« 2t’'  I'i 

S,  13 

•33 
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would  delete  the  only  VHP  assignment 
at  Clarksburg,  West  Virginia,  with  a 
population  of  32,000;  reduce  the  VHP 
assignment  at  Huntington,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  with  a  population  of  86,000  and  a 
metropolitan  area  population  of  246,000 
from  two  to  one ;  and  reduce  from  three 
to  two  the  VHP  assignments  proposed 
for  Indianapolis,  with  a  population  of 
427,000  and  a  metropolitan  area  popu¬ 
lation  of  552,000.  We  do  not  believe  this 
reduction  in  service  is  justified  by  the 
additional  assignment  of  one  VHP  chan¬ 
nel  to  Cumberland  with  a  population  of 
38,000  (where  no  request  for  such  as¬ 
signment  has  been  made  by  any  Cum¬ 
berland  party) ;  and  the  increase  in  the 
VHP  assignments  of  Columbus  from 
three  to  four.  The  counterproposal 
would  also  result  in  oscillator  radiation 
Interference.  Accordingly,  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Ohio  State  University  for 
the  additional  assignment  of  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  12  to  Columbus  and  its  reservation 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  is 
denied;  and  the  proposed  reservation  of 
Channel  34  for  non-commercial  educa¬ 
tional,  use  in  Columbus  is  finalized. 

Conclusions’  Show  Cause  Order 

419.  An  appropriate  authorization  to 
Crosley  Broadcasting  Corporation  will  be 
issued  to  specify  operation  of  Station 
WLWC  on  Channel  4. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


420.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted; 


City 

VII F 

Channel  No. 

UHF 

Channel  So. 

4. 6. 10 

•34,40 

HUNTINGTON  AND  CHARLESTON,  WEST 
VIRGINIA 


421.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


VHF 

riiF 

City 

Channel 

Channel 

No. 

No. 

IIuntlnKton,  W.  Va . 

8,13 

Charleston,  \V.  Va . 

3 

•43,  40 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Huntington  has  a 
population  of  246,000  and  the  city  of 
Huntington  has  a  population  of  86,000. 
The  metropolitan  area  of  Charleston  has 
a  population  of  322,000  and  the  city  of 
Charleston  has  a  population  of  74,000. 

(c)  Existmg  stati07is.  WSAZ,  Inc.,  is 
licensed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WSAZ-TV  on  Channel  5  in  Huntington. 
The  Commission  has  ordered  the  licensee 
to  show  cause  w  hy  its  license  should  not 
be  modified  to  specify  operation  on 
Channel  8  in  lieu  of  Channel  5. 

Huntington 

422.  (a)  Answer  to  order  to  show  cause 
and  counterproposal  of  WSAZ,  Inc. 
WSAZ,  Inc.,  opposed  the  Commission's 
proposal  that  it  move  its  existing  station 
to  Channel  8,  and  has  made  a  counter¬ 
proposal  requesting  that  the  license  of 
WSA2^TV  be  modified  to  specify  opera¬ 


tion  on  CHiannel  3.  This  change  could 
be  accomplished  by  substituting  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  3  for  Channel  8  in 
Huntington  and  substituting  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  8  for  Channel  3  in 
Charleston,  West  Virginia. 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  counter-- 
proposal  of  WSAZ,  Inc.  WSAZ,  Inc.». 
asserted  that  the  cost  of  conversion  from 
Channel  5  to  Channel  8  would  be  sub¬ 
stantially  greater  than  the  cost  of  con¬ 
version  from  Channel  5  to  Channel  3; 
that  changing  to  Channel  8  would  re¬ 
quire  existing  set  owners  to  change  their 
antennas  which  would  not  be  necessary 
if  the  change  were  to  Channel  3. 

(c)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun~ 
terproposals  to  counterproposal  of 
WSAZ,  Inc.  No  oppositions  or  conflict¬ 
ing  counterproposals  were  filed  to  the 
counterproposal  of  WSAZ,  Inc.,  to  assign 
Channel  3  to  Huntington  in  exchange 
for  Channel  8  and  for  modification  of 
the  WSAZ-TV  license  to  specify  opera¬ 
tion  on  Channel  3. 

(d)  The  Huntington  educational  res~ 
ervation.  The  JCET,  Marshall  College, 
and  the  Board  of  Education  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  53  in  Hunt¬ 
ington  for  non-commercial  educational 
use.  No  objection  was  filed  to  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  this  channel. 

Charleston 

423.  The  Charleston  educational  res~ 
ervation.  The  JCET,  Morris  Harvey 
College  and  the  Kanawha  County 
Schools  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  43  in  Charleston  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use.  No  opposition 
was  filed  to  the  reservation  of  this  chan¬ 
nel. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservations 

424.  In  view'  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervations  of  Channel  53  in  Huntington 


(d)  Statement  in  support  of  South¬ 
eastern  Ohio  Broadcasting  System,  Inc., 
counterproposal.  Southeastern  Ohio 
Broadcasting  System  urged  that  its  pro¬ 
posal  would  result  in  the  assignment  of 
an  additional  channel  to  Zanesville, 
without  reducing  the  number  of  chan¬ 
nels  for  any  community;  that  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  12  to  Zanesville, 
Instead  of  to  Clarksburg,  would  result 
in  a*  more  efficient  utilization  of  chan¬ 
nels,  and  that  the  assignment  of  the 
VHF  channel  in  Zanesville  would  provide 
service  in  an  area  where  there  are  many 
VHP  receivers. 

(e)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  Southeastern  Ohio 
Broadcasting  System,  Inc.,  counterpro¬ 
posal.  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  have  been  filed  by  Ohio 
Valley  Broadcasting  Company,  Clarks¬ 
burg,  West  Virginia;  Radio  Cincinnati, 
Inc.,  Cincinnati,  Ohio;  L.  B.  Wilson,  Inc., 
Cincinnati,  Ohio;  and  Ohio  State  Uni¬ 
versity,  Columbus,  Ohio. 


and  Channel  43  in  Charleston  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  are  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Order 

425.  It  is  our  view  that  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  WSAZ,  Inc.  is  meritorious, 
and  it  is  therefore  granted.  An  appro¬ 
priate  authorization  to  WSAZ,  Inc.  will 
be  issued  to  specify  operation  of  WSAZ- 
TV  on  Channel  3. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 


426.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


VHF 

niF 

City 

Channel 

Channel 

No. 

No. 

Huntington,  W.  Va 

3,13 

♦.')3 

Charleston,  W.  Va _ 

8 

♦43,  49 

ZANESVILLE,  OHIO;  AND  CLARKSBURG, 
,  WEST  VIRGINIA 


427.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  assignments: 


City 

VHF 

1  Channel  No.  j 

riiF 

Channel  So. 

Zanesville,  Ohio . . 

sa 

22 

Clarksburg,  \V.  Va  . .  ... 

12 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Zanesville  is  41,000.  The  population  of 
Clarksburg  is  32,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Southeastern 
Ohio  Broadcasting  System,  Inc.  South¬ 
eastern  Ohio  Broadcasting  System,  Inc., 
requested  the  deletion  of  CHiannel  12 
from  Clarksburg  and  its  assignment  to 
Zanesville  by  making  the  following 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  in 
the  Third  Notice; 


(f)  The  Southeastern  Ohio  Broad¬ 
casting  System,  Inc.,  counterproposal 
wmdd  result  in  oscillator  radiation  in- 
tenerence  in  areas  served  by  a  station 
operating  on  Channel  11  in  Cincinnati 
and  a  station  operating  on  Channel  7  in 
Dayton,  Ohio.  Such  interference  would 
be  within  the  Grade  A  service  areas  of 
these  stations. 

Conclusions 

428.  We  are  of  the  opinion  in  view  of 
•the  foregoing  that  the  record  does  not 
support  the  deletion  of  the  only  VHP 
channel  for  Clarksburg,  West  Virginia. 
As  we  pointed  out  in  the  Third  Notice, 
efforts  have  been  made  to  minimize  os¬ 
cillator  radiation  interference  without 
reducing  the  number  of  VHF  assign¬ 
ments  in  the  proposed  table.  The 
Southeastern  proposal  would  result  in  no 
additional  VHP  assignment  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  w’ould  create  oscillator  radiation 
Interference  from  the  operation  of  Chan¬ 
nel  11  in  Cincinnati  and  Channel  7  in 


Third  Notice 

Proposed  Changes 

City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VIIF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Zanesville,  Ohio _ _ 

.W 

1 

112] 

.V) 

Clarksburg,  W.  Va . 

12 

22 

22,  IMI 

Cincinnati,  Ohio . . . 

e,  9, 12 

•48.  .VI 

6,9.1 

11 

•4H,  .'i4 

Louisville,  Ky . . . . . . 

3, 11 

•15,  21 

3.1 

[121 

•15,  21 

1 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


nel  10  to  both  Logansport  and  Owens¬ 
boro  would  provide  service  to  a  greater 
area  and  number  of  persons  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  assignment  of  Channel 
10  in  Terre  Haute*  Logansport  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  and  Owensboro  On 
The  Air,  Inc.,  suggested  UHP  Channel 
34  as  a  replacement  for  VHP  Channel 
10  in  Terre  Haute.  It  was  recognized, 
however,  that  Channel  34  at  Terre  Haute, 
being  only  152  miles  from  the  co-chan¬ 
nel  assignment  at  Carbondale,  Illinois, 
would  not  meet  the  minimum  separation 
for  co-channel  UHF  assignments  in  this 
area.  It  was  also  suggested  that  UHF 
Channel  51,  as  proposed  by  WIBC,  Inc., 
or  UHP  Channel  41  as  proposed  by  Wil¬ 
liam  H.  Block  Company,  in  connection 
with  their  counterproposal  for  Indian¬ 
apolis,  be  assigned  in  Terre  Haute  to  re¬ 
place  VHP  Channel  10.“ 


••  WabAsh  Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation 
filed  a  Motion  to  Strike  par.  22  of  the  ‘'Writ¬ 
ten  Presentation  In  Lieu  of  Hearing”  filed 
by  W8AL  and  WVJS  (Logansport  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Corporation  and  Owensbwo  On  the  Air, 
Inc.)  on  September  10,  1951,  for  the  reason 
that  the  Joint  counterproposal  of  WSAL  and 
WVJS  filed  on  May  7,  1951,  proposed  the 
deletion  of  Channel  10  from  Terre  Haute, 
Indiana,  and  the  substitution  of  Channel  34 
therefor;  that  in  par.  22  of  the  September 
10.  1951,  statement  they  admitted  the  im¬ 
practicability  of  assigning  Channel  34  to 
Terre  Haute  and  abandoned  that  portion  of 
their  counterproposal;  that  in  the  same  doc¬ 
ument  of  September  10,  1951,  WSAL  and 
WVJS  proposed  for  the  first  time  that  Chan¬ 
nel  41  or  51,  or  a  flexibility  channel,  or  one 
of  the  “unused  channels  in  the  area”  be  as¬ 
signed  to  Terre  Haute.  WSAL  and  WVJS 
filed  an  oppKJsition  to  the  above-mentioned 
Motion  to  Strike  admitting  that  such  mate¬ 
rial  objected  to  did  not  appear  In  prior 
presentations  made  by  them  but  said  that 
such  material  has  been  properly  submitted 
as  evidence  by  other  parties  to  this  proceed¬ 
ing  (by  William  H.  Block  Co.;  WIBC,  Inc.; 
L.  B.  Wilson,  Inc.)  and  therefore  may  be 
properly  recited  and  relied  upon  by  WSAL 
and  WVJS.  The  Motion  to  Strike  is  Granted 
but  the  Commission  has  considered  all  the 
evidence  which  has  been  offered  by  other 
parties  to  this  proceeding  with  respect  to 
the  possible  assignments  to  Terre  Haute. 
WSAL  and  WVJS  filed  with  the  Conunlssion 
a  “Motion  to  Strike  and  For  Other  Belief 
And  Opposition  to  Motion  to  Strike”  and  a 
“Reply  to  Brief  of  Wabash  Valley  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Corporation.”  The  Motion  to  Strike  is 
directed  against  certain  portions  of  the  tes¬ 
timony  in  the  sworn  statements  of  Wabash 
Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation  filed  with 
the  Commission  on  September  8.  1951,  and 
October  8,  1961.  The  Opposition  to  Motion 
to  Strike  is  directed  against  the  Motion  to 
Strike  filed  by  Wabash  Valley  Broadcasting 
Corporation  on  October  22.  1951.  On  No¬ 
vember  26,  1951  Wabash  Valley  Broadcasting 
Corporation  filed  with  the  Commission  “A 
Motion  to  Strike  Physically  Documents  Piled 
Late  by  Logansport  Broadcasting  Corpora¬ 
tion  and  Owensboro  On  The  Air.”  Wabash 
Valley  Broadcasting '  Corporation  moves  to 
strike  for  the  reason  that  the  Commission’s 
Order  of  Hearing  Procedure  provides  that 
*  all  pleadings  and  briefs  affecting  Groups  N 
through  R  should  be  filed  by  October  22, 
1951  and  that  the  above-named  parties  filed 
their  documents  one  week  late.  The  Mo¬ 
tion  to  Strike  is  Granted  In  so  far  as  it  per¬ 
tains  to  the  “Reply  to  Brief  of  Wabash  Val¬ 
ley  Broadcasting  Corporation”  and  “Motion 
to  Strike”  certain  portions  of  the  testimony 
of  Wabash  Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation, 
both  filed  on  October  29,  1951,  since  these 
documents  have  been  filed  one  week  later 


(e)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Logansport  Broadcast- 
ing  Corporation  and  Owensboro  On  The 
Air,  Inc.  counterproposal.  The  Logans- 
port-Owensboro  counterproposal  con¬ 
flicts  with  the  following  other  counter¬ 
proposals:  William  H.  Block  Company, 
Indianapolis,  Indiana;  WIBC,  Inc.,  Indi¬ 
anapolis,  Indiana;  L.  B.  Wilson,  Inc., 
Cincinnati,  Ohio;  Twin  Valley  Broad¬ 
casters,  Inc.,  Coldwater,  Michigan; 
Quad-City  Broadcasting  Corp.,  Moline, 
Illinois;  Michigan  State  College,  East 
Lansing,  Michigan;  WJR,  The  Goodwill 
Station,  Inc.,  Detroit,  Michigan;  and 
University  of  Southern  Illinois,  Carbon- 
dale,  Illinois.  In  addition,  oppositions 
to  the  Logansport- Owensboro  counter¬ 
proposal  were  filed  by  the  following  par¬ 
ties:  Wabash  Valley  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana;  WIBC,  Inc., 
Indianapolis,  Indiana;  William  H.  Block 
Company,  Indianapolis,  Indiana;  and 
WJR,  The  Goodwill  Station,  Inc.,  Detroit, 
Michigan. 

Conclusions 

436.  The  counterproposal  of  Logans¬ 
port  Broadcasting  Corporation  and 
Owensboro  On  The  Air,  Inc.,  would  as¬ 
sign  Channel  10  in  both  Logansport  and 
Owensboro  by  deleting  the  only  VHP 
channel  from  Terre  Haute,  a  community 
of  64,000  in  ajnetropolitan  area  of  105,- 
000.  However  the  combined  population 
of  both  Logansport  and  Owensboro  is  less 
than  the  population  of  Terre  Haute.  In 
view  of  the  size  and  importance  of  Terre 
Haute,  we  do  not  believe  that  Channel  10 
should  be  deleted  from  Terre  Haute  to 
provide  a  VHP  channel  for  Logan.'^port 
and  Owensboro.  In  light  of  the  forego¬ 
ing,  the  counterproposal  of  Logansport 
Broadcasting  Corporation  and  Owens¬ 
boro  On  The  Air,  Inc.,  is  denied. 

Final  Assignments 

437.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted: 

VHP 

City:  Channel  No. 

li)gansport,  Ind _  61 

Owensboro,  Ky _ 14 

FORT  WAYNE,  INDI.*NA 

438.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
three  UHF  channels  to  Fort  Wayne, 
Indiana:  Channels  21,  27,  and  33,  with 
Channel  27  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  Fort  Wayne 
standard  metropolitan  area  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  184,000  and  the  city  of  Fort 
Wayne  has  a  population  of  134,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Indiana  Tech¬ 
nical  College.  Indiana  Technical 
College  of  Fort  Wayne  filed  a  counterpro¬ 
posal  requesting  the  additional  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  Channel  5  to  Port  Wayne, 
with  power  limited  to  14  kw,  to  be  re- 


tban  the  deadline  for  their  group.  The  Mo¬ 
tion  to  Strike  is  Denied  in  so  far  as  it  per¬ 
tains  to  the  “Opposition  to  Motion  to 
Strike"  filed  by  WSAL  and  WVJS  on  October 
29,  1951,  for  the  Motion  to  Strike  was  not 
filed  until  October  22,  1951,  the  deadline  data 
for  the  group,  and  WSAL  and  WVJS  must  be 
allowed  the  opportunity  to  file  an  opposition 
to  the  motion  to  strike. 


served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  in  lieu  of  UHF  Channel  27. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Indiana 
Technical  College  counterproposal.  In¬ 
diana  Technical  College  stated  that  the 
assignment  of  a  VHP  channel  in  Port 
Wayne  would  make  possible  the  imme¬ 
diate  initiation  of  a  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  television  service.  Indiana 
Technical  College  stated  that  It  had  re¬ 
ceived  as  donations  much  of  the  equip¬ 
ment  necessary  for  the  construction  of 
a  VHP  station.  None  of  this  equipment 
would  be  adaptable  for  use  in  the  UHP 
band.  Accordingly,  the  Indiana  Tech¬ 
nical  College  stated  that  if  a  VHP  chan- 
nel  is  not  assigned  to  Port  Wayne  for 
noncommercial  educational  use,  “it 
seems  very  doubtful  at  the  present  time 
that  the  necessary  funds  and  commu¬ 
nity  interest  to  support  a  noncommercial 
educational  UHF  outlet  in  Fort  Wayne 
could  be  found  for  several,  perhaps 
many,  years  to  come.”  The  Mayor  of 
Port  Wayne  stated  that  the  city  has 
appropriations  set  aside  for  such  pur¬ 
poses  and  that  as  much  financial  assist¬ 
ance  as  possible  would  be  given,  along 
with  full  assistance  in  connection  with 
programming.  The  Paterson-Fletcher 
Company,  Rea  Magnet  Wire  Company 
and  other  business  organizations  pledged 
their  full  cooperation  in  helping  to 
finance  the  construction  and  operation 
of  a  noncommercial  educational  station 
in  Port  Wayne.  The  following  organi¬ 
zations  in  Fort  Wayne  stated  their  inten¬ 
tion  of  assisting  in  the  programming 
of  the  proposed  educational  station: 
Fort  Wayne-Allen  County  Chapter  of  the 
Red  Cross,  Superintendent  of  Schools, 
Concordia  College,  St,  Francis  College, 
Fort  Wayne  Bible  College,  Public  Li¬ 
brary,  Fort  Wayne  Art  School  and  Mu¬ 
seum,  Port  Wayne  Civic  Theatre,  Fort 
Wayne  Musical  Society,  Chamber  of 
Commerce.  The  film  library  of  WOI-TV 
In  Ames,  Iowa,  has  been  placed  at  the 
disposal  of  Indiana  Teclmical  College 
for  use  on  the  proposed  educational  sta¬ 
tion.  Galbreath  Pictures  Production, 
Inc,,  has  made  available  to  the  College 
its  film  library  for  use  on  the  proposed 
station  and  has  offered  to  lend  assistance 
in  any  television  production  problems. 
The  Capehart-Farnsworth  Corporation 
has  given  the  support  of  its  organization 
and  engineering  personnel  to  the  tele¬ 
vision  activities  of  the  College.  The  In¬ 
diana  Technical  College  stated  that  the 
Fort  Wayne  community  enthusiastically 
supported  the  establishment  of  an  edu¬ 
cational  television  station  in  Fort  Wayne. 

(e)  Channel  5  in  Fort  Wayne  would 
be  143  miles  from  existing  television 
Station  WNBQ  in  Chicago  and  139  miles 
from  existing  Station  WLWT  in  Cin¬ 
cinnati,  both  operating  on  Channel  5. 
How’ever,  Indiana  Technical  College 
stated  that  no  limitation  on  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  Stations  WNBQ  and  WLWT 
W’ould  be  necessary  if  a  maximum  of  14 
kw  power  at  an  antenna  height  of  500 
feet  would  be  specified  in  the  u.^e  of 
Channel  5  at  Fort  Wayne.  By  limiting 
power  to  14  kw  at  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 
Technical  College  asserted  that  inter¬ 
ference  to  the  Grade  A  service  areas  of 
WNBQ  and  WLWT  would  be  avoided 
entirely  and  that  less  interference  would 
be  caused  to  the  Grade  B  service  areas 
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record  supports  the  reservation  of  UHP 
Channel  27  In  Port  Wayne  as  proposed 
In  the  Third  Notice  and  the  reservation 
of  Channel  27  in  Fort  Wayne,  is  finalized. 

Final  Assignments 

440.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted: 

VHF 

city:  Channel  No. 

Fort  Wayne.  Ind . 21,  *27,33 

BLOOMINGTON,  INDIANA 

441.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservation  to  Blooming¬ 
ton,  Indiana: 


City 

VHF 

UHF 

Channel  No. 

Channel  No. 

Bloomington,  Ind . 

4 

*30. 3a 

(b)  Existing  stations.  Sarkes  Tarzian, 
Inc.,  has  a  construction  permit  for  Sta¬ 
tion  WTTV  in  Bloomington  on  Channel 
10,  is  operating  under  special  temporary 
authorization  and  has  been  directed  to 
show  cause  why  its  authorization  should 
not  be  modified  to  specify  operation  on 
Channel  4  in  lieu  of  Channel  10. 

(c)  Answer  of  Sarkes*  Tarzian,  Inc., 
to  Show  Cause  Order.  Sarkes  Tarzian, 
Inc.,  stated  that  it  had  no  objection  to 
the  Commission’s  proposal  to  move  Sta¬ 
tion  WTTV  from  Channel  10  to  Channel 
4. 

(d)  Educational  reservation  in  Bloom¬ 
ington.  .  Indiana  University  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  30  in  Bloom¬ 
ington.  stating  that  it  hopes  to  make  use 
of  the  reservation  in  cooperation  with 
other  educational  institutions  in  the 
area.  No  oppositions  to  the  reservation 
were  filed. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Order 

442.  An  authorization  will  be  issued  to 
Sarkes  Tarzian,  Inc.,  to  specify  operation 
of  Station  WTTV  on  Channel  4  in  lieu 
of  Channel  10. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

443.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  30  in  Bloomington 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 


(c)  Statement  in  support  of  proposed 
assignments.  South  Central  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Corporation,  Evansville,  Indiana,  and 
the  Evansville  Chamber  of  Commerce 
filed  statements  supporting  the  proposed 
assignments  for  Evansville. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Evansville 
Chamber  of  Commerce.  In  addition  to 
supporting  the  proposed  assignments  for 
Evansville,  the  Evansville  Chamber  of 
Commerce  requested  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  “keep  Evansville  in  mind  for  an¬ 
other  VHP  or  UHP  channel  should  cir¬ 
cumstances  make  such  further  alloca¬ 
tion  possible.”  It  was  suggested  that 
Channel  29  should  be  assigned  to  that 
community. 

(e)  The  assignment  of  Channel  29  to 
Evansville  would  not  meet  the  required 
75  mile  spacing  necessary  to  prevent  pic¬ 
ture  image  interference  in  light  of  the 
assignment  of  Channel  14  in  Owensboro, 
Kentucky,  and  Channel  44  in  Vincennes, 
Indiana,  both  within  75  miles  of  Evans¬ 
ville. 

(f)  Educational  reservation.  Evans¬ 
ville  College  supported  the  reservation 
of  UHP  Channel  56  in  Evansville  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  Incor¬ 
porated  in  this  statement  were  letters 
of  support  of  the  reservation  by  the 
Evansville  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
Evansville  Public  Schools,  and  the 
Evansville  Public  Museum.  Evansville 
College  stated  that  there  is  interest 
among  the  educational  Institutions  in 
the  area  in  working  cooperatively  for 
the  construction  and  use  of  an  educa¬ 
tional  television  station.  The  President 
of  the  College  stated  that  there  is  “every 
expectation  that  some  time  in  the  fore¬ 
seeable  future  as  adjustments  are  made, 
equipment  becomes  available  in  the  UHP 
field,  and  the  probable  cost  of  equipment 
and  production  are  reduced  this  com¬ 
munity  will  wish  to  make  television  as 
part  of  the  total  educational  facility 
which  it  uses.” 

(g)  The  South  Central  Broadcasting 
Corporation.  Evansville,  Indiana,  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  Channel  56  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  provided 
the  time  of  reservation  is  not  unduly 
prolonged,  and  suggested  that  a  time 
limitation  of  one  year  be  placed  on  the 
reservation. 

Conclusions:  Additional  Assignments 


of  these  stations  than  w'ould  result  from 
the  assignment  of  a  station  employing 
100  kw  power  at  a  separation  of  180 
miles.  It  was  also  contended  that  all 
of  the  Grade  B  area  loss  due  to  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  a  station  in  Fort  Wayne  on 
Channel  5  as  proposed  would  receive 
service  from  other  stations.  Indiana 
Technical  College  stated  that  a  station 
operating  on  Channel  5  in  Fort  Wayne 
as  proposed  would  have  an  interference- 
free  Grade  A  service  radius  of  17.3  miles 
and  a  Grade  B  interference-free  service 
radius  varying  from  a  minimum  of  25.1 
to  a  maximum  of  34  miles. 

(f)  Indiana  Technical  College  argued 
that  precedent  exists  for  affording  as¬ 
sistance  to  noncommercial  educational 
television  broadcasting,  including  the 
operation  with  low  power.  In  addition 
to  the  reservation  policy  adopted  by  the 
Commission,  Indiana  Technical  College 
pointed  to  the  concessions  made  to  non¬ 
commercial  PM  stations  including  per¬ 
mission  to  operate  with  powers  of  10 
watts  and  less.  In  connection  with  AM 
broadcasting,  the  college  submitted  that 
the  Commission  granted  many  excep¬ 
tions  to  its  general  rules,  Including  per¬ 
mission  for  educational  licensees  to  dis¬ 
continue  broadcasts  during  the  summer 
months.  Accordingly,  Indiana  Techni¬ 
cal  College  requested  the  assignment  of 
Channel  5  in  Port  Wayne  to  be  utilized 
with  low  power. 

(g)  Oppositions  to  the  Indiana  Tech¬ 
nical  College  counterproposal.  Crosley 
Broadcasting  Corporation,  licensee  of 
Station  WLWT,  Cincinnati.  Ohio,  and 
National  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
licensee  of  Station  WNBQ.  Chicago, 
Illinois,  filed  oppositions  to  the  Indiana 
Technical  College  counterproposal.  As 
noted  above,  Channel  5  in  Port  Wayne 
would  be  143  miles  from  Station  WNBQ 
in  Chicago  and  139  miles  from  Station 
WLWT,  in  Cincinnati.  The  oppositions^ 
of  Crosley  and  NBC  are  based  on  the" 
interference  which  allegedly  would  be 
caused  by  the  operation  of  a  station  in 
Port  Wayne  on  Channel  5. 

Conclusions 

439.  The  assignment  of  Channel  5  in 
Port  Wayne  would  not  meet  the  mini¬ 
mum  co-channel  assignment  separations 
for  Zone  I.  While  Indiana  Technical 
College  recognizes  this  deviation,  it  re¬ 
quested  that  operation  be  permitted  with 
power  limited  to  14  kw.  We  have,  in  an¬ 
other  portion  of  this  Report,  discussed 
low  power  operation  and  we  have  there 
concluded  that  the  public  interest  would 
not  be  served  by  such  operation  where 
an  assignment  is  made  in  violation  of 
the  minimum  separation  requirements. 
We  find  no  reason  to  deviate  from  our 
rules  with  respect  to  the  operation  of 
low  power  stations.  The  Commission 
recognizes  that  it  has  made  special  rules 
with  respect  to  power  and  time  of  op¬ 
eration  for  educational  stations  in  other 
services.  The  engineering  considera¬ 
tions  that  are  involved  in  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  low  power  stations  in  television 
make  it  impossible,  however,  to  permit 
low  power  operation  in  the  non-commer¬ 
cial  educational  television  service.  In 
light  of  the  foregoing,  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  Indiana  Technical  College  is 
denied.  We  believe,  however,  that  the 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

444.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


VHF 

UHF 

City 

Channel 

Channel 

No. 

No. 

Blnnmington,  Ind..., _ 

4 

•30,3a 

EVANSVILLE,  INDIANA 

445.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
four  channels  to  Evansville,  Indiana: 
VHP  Channel  7  and  UHP  Channels  50, 
56,  and  62,  with  Channel  56  reserved  for 
noncommercial  educational  purposes. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Evansville  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  160,000  and  the  city  of  Evans¬ 
ville  has  a  population  of  129,000. 


446.  We  believe  that  the  record  does 
not  support  the  assignment  of  additional 
channels  to  Evansville.  The  assignment 
of  Channel  29  proposed  by  the  Evans¬ 
ville  Chamber  of  Commerce  would  not 
meet  the  required  75-mile  spacing  neces¬ 
sary  to  prevent  picture  image  interfer¬ 
ence.  In  light  of  the  foregoing,  the 
counterproposal  of  the  Evansville  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Commerce  requesting  the  addi¬ 
tional  assignment  of  Channel  29  is 
denied. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

447.  We  believe,  on  the  basis  of  the 
record,  that  the  reservation  of  Channel 
56  for  noncommercial  educational  use  in 
Evansville  should  be  finalized.  We  do 
not  believe  that  a  time  limitation  on 
the  reservation  of  one  year  as  suggested 
by  the  South  Central  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration  is  warranted.  We  see  no  rea- 
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son  for  deviating  In  this  Instance  from 
the  rules  adopted  herein  with  respect  to 
the  amendments  of  the  table.  In  light 
of  the  foregoing,  the  reservation  of 
Channel  56  for  noncommercial  use  in 
Evansville  is  finalized. 

TERRE  HAUTE,  INDIANA;  EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATION 

448.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  57  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use. 

(b)  Indiana  State  Teachers  College 
filed  a  statement  supporting  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  57  in  Terre  Haute  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  It  was 
stated  that  local  educational  institutions 
including  Indiana  State  Teachers 
College,  Rose  Polytechnic  Institute,  and 
St.  Mary-of-the-Woods  College,  and  the 
public  schools  of  Terre  Haute,  were 
studying  the  legal  and  technical  aspects 
of  the  establishment  of  an  educational 
television  station.  No  oppositions  were 
filed  to  the  proposed  reservation. 

Conclusions 

449.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  Channel  57  for  non-commercial 
educational  use  in  Terre  Haute  is  final¬ 
ized. 

SOUTH  BEND,  INDIANA;  EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATION 

450.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  40  in  South 
Bend  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  The  University  of  Notre  Dame 
supported  the  reservation  of  Channel  40 
for  noncommercial  educational  use.  The 
president  of  the  university  stated  that  it 
w'as  studying  the  financial,  program¬ 
ming,  legal  and  engineering  require¬ 
ments  necessary  to  establishing  an  edu¬ 
cational  television  station.  No  opposi¬ 
tions  to  the  proposed  reservation  were 
filed. 

Conclusions 

451.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  Channel  40  for  noncommercial 
educational  use  in  South  Bend  is  final¬ 
ized. 

MICHIGAN  CITT,  INDUNA 

452.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  Uie  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  one  channel, 
UHF  Channel  62  to  Michigan  City, 
Indiana. 

(b)  Census  data.  Michigan  City  has 
a  population  of  28,000. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  proposed 
assignment.  William  C.  Higgdns  filed  a 
statement  supporting  the  proposed  as¬ 
signment  of  UHF  Channel  62  for  Michi¬ 
gan  City.  It  W'as  urged  that  this 
assignment  would  be  in  the  public  inter¬ 
est,  convenience  and  necessity,  and  that 
such  assignment  is  required  by  the  pri¬ 
orities.  No  oppositions  to  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  62  in  Michigan  City 
were  filed. 

Conclusions 

453.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  62  in  Michigan 
City  is  adopted. 


MUNCIE,  INDIANA 

454.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  two  channels  to 
Muncie,  Indiana:  UHF  Channels  49  and 
55. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  Muncie  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  has  a  population 
of  90,000  and  the  city  of  Muncie  has  a 
population  of  58,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Ball  State 
Teachers  College.  Ball  State  Teachers 
College,  Muncie.  Indiana,  requested  that 
Channel  55  be  designated  as  an  educa¬ 
tional  reservation  or  that  a  channel  in 
the  782-890  me  band  be  assigned  to 
Muncie  to  be  reserved  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  No  oppositions 
were  filed  to  the  counterproposal. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Ball 
State  Teachers  College  counterproposal. 
Ball  State  Teachers  College  stated  that 
it  is  the  only  state  institution  of  higher 
learning  in  Indiana  which  would  not 
have  a  television  assignment  reserved  in 
its  area  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  The  director  of  radio  of  the  college 
noted  that  both  radio  and  television 
courses  are  now  being  conducted  in  the 
school  and  that  the  television  courses 
would  be  expanded  when  an  educational 
television  station  commenced  operation. 
Support  for  the  counterproposal  of  Ball 
State  Teachers  College  was  also  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  mayor  of  Muncie,  the 
principal  of  Burris  School  in  Muncie, 
and  the  School  City  of  Muncie. 

Conclusions 

455.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the 
counterproposal  of  Ball  State  Teachers 
College  insofar  as  it  requested  the  as¬ 
signment  of  a  channel  in  Muncie  to  be 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  is  granted.  Accordingly,  Channel 
71  is  assigned  to  Muncie  and  is  reserved 
for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

456.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 

VHF 

city:  Channel  No. 

Muncie _ _ _  49,  66,  *71 

LAFAYETTE,  INDIANA;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

457.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  47  to  Lafay¬ 
ette,  Indiana,  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use. 

(b)  Purdue  University,  Lafayette,  In¬ 
diana,  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  47  In  Lafayette  for  noncom- 


(g)  Statement  in  support  of  Lake 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
The  Lake  Broadcasting  Company  urged 
that  Gary  was  entitled  to  an  additional 
assignment  in  accordance  with  priorities 


mercial  educational  use.  No  oppositions 
to  the  proposed  reservation  in  Lafayette 
were  filed. 

Conclusions 

458.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  47  in  Lafayette,  In¬ 
diana  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  is  finalized. 

GARY,  INDIANA 

459.  (a)  Proposed  assignment.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  assignment  of  one  channel  for  Gary, 
Indiana,  UHF  Channel  50. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Gary  is  134,000.  Gary  lies  within  the 
Chicago  metropolitan  area. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  the  Board  of 
School  Trustees  of  the  School  City  of 
Gary.  The  Board  of  School  Trustees 
of  the  School  City  of  Gary  requested  in 
the  alternative  (1)  that  Channel  50  pro¬ 
posed  for  Gary  in  the  Third  Notice  be 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use;  or  (2)  that  Channel  44  be  deleted 
from  Chicago,  assigned  to  Gary,  and 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use;  or  (3)  that  a  channel  in  the  782-890 
me  band  be  assigned  to  Gary  and  re¬ 
served  for  noncommercial,  educational 
use. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Board  of 
School  Trustees  counterproposal.  The 
Board  of  School  Trustees  urged  that 
adequate  coverage  for  the  Gary  area 
from  an  educational  television  station 
In  Chicago  would  not  be  achieved,  and 
that  the  audio-visual  educational  de¬ 
partment  of  the  Gary  public  schools  was 
in  a  position  to  aid  educational  tele¬ 
vision.  The  superintendent  of  schools 
stated  that  tlie  board  was  “aware  of  the 
cost  of  establishing  a  television  broad¬ 
casting  station  and  of  the  cost  of  the 
operation  of  such  a  station”  and  repre¬ 
sented  that  the  board  would  do  its  best 
“to  finance  this  area  in  an  adequate 
manner.” 

(e)  Opposition  to  the  Board  of  School 
Trustees  counterproposal.  Johnson- 
Kennedy  Radio  Corporation  filed  an 
opposition  to  the  Board  of  School  Tius- 
tees  counterproposal  only  insofar  as  it 
requested  the  deletion  of  Channel  44 
from  Chicago. 

(f)  Counterproposal  of  the  Lake 
Broadcasting  Company.  Lake  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Gary,  Indiana,  filed  a 
counterproposal  requesting  that  VHF 
Channel  11  be  deleted  from  Chicapo, 
where  It  is  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use,  and  be  assigned  to  Gary, 
with  the  reservation  in  Chicago  shifted 
to  UHF  Channel  20,  as  follows: 


3  and  4  and  in  light  of  the  mandate  of 
section  307  (b)  requiring  an  equal  dis¬ 
tribution  of  frequencies  between  states 
and  cities.  It  was  further  contended 
that  educational  television  in  Chicago 


City 

Third  Notice 

Counterproposal 

VHF  Clian- 
Del  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Chif-apo,  III _  _ _ _ 

2, 6, 7, 6,  Ml 

2a  28. 3%  38.  44 
SO 

•20,  2a  32,  38,  44 
SO 

Oiiry,  Itid _  _  _  _ _ _ 

Friday,  May  2,  1952 
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would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  shift¬ 
ing  the  reservation  for  noncommercial 
educational  use  to  a  UHF  channel. 

(h)  Opposition  to  the  Lake  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  counterproposal.  The 
Johnson-Kennedy  Radio  Corporation, 
Chicago,  Illinois,  filed  an  opposition  to 
the  counterproposal  of  the  Lake  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  contending  that  the 
shifting  of  Channel  11  from  Chicago  to 
Gary  W'ould  substantially  reduce  the 
number  of  persons  that  would  receive 
service  from  this  assignment.  While  the 
Johnson-Kennedy  Radio  Corporation 
neither  supported  nor  opposed  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  Channel  11  in  Chicago  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use,  it  was  urged 
that  Channel  11  should  not  be  deleted 
from  that  community.  The  Lake  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  counterproposal  also 
conflicts  with  the  support  of  the  JCET 
and  educational  institutions  for  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  11  in  Chicago. 

Conclusions:  Assignment  of  VHF 

Channel  11  to  Gary 

460.  We  do  not  believe  that  a  VHP 
channel  should  be  deleted  from  Chicago 
to  provide  a  VHF  channel  for  Gary. 
Chicago  has  a  metropolitan  area  popu¬ 
lation  of  5,495.000  and  a  city  population 
of  3,621,000.  Gary  is  in  the  metropolitan 
area  of  Chicago  and  is  located  24  miles 
from  the  city  of  Chicago.  Gary  will  re¬ 
ceive  Grade  A  service  from  the  operation 
of  VHF  stations  in  Chicago.  We  do  not 
believe  that  the  deletion  of  a  VHF  as¬ 
signment  from  one  of  the  major  cities 
of  the  United  States  is  warranted  where 
the  smaller  city  is  located  within  the 
metropolitan  area  of  the  major  city  and 
will  receive  Grade  A  VHP  service  from 
stations  located  in  the  larger  city.  It 
is  our  view  that  the  deletion  of  a  VHP 
assignment  from  a  city  as  large  and  as 
important  as  Chicago  to  create  one  for 
Gary  is  not  warranted.  The  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Lake  Broadcasting  Company 
is  therefore  denied.*' 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation  in 
Gary 

461.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  record 
supports  the  reservation  of  a  channel  at 
Gary  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  However,  we  do  not  believe  such  a 
reservation  is  warranted  at  the  expense 
of  the  only  commercial  assignment  in 
Gary  or  of  the  deletion  of  a  UHF  chan¬ 
nel  from  Chicago.  Accordingly,  Chan¬ 
nel  66  is  assigned  to  Gary  and  reserved 
for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

462.  In  view’  of  the  foregoing,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  assignments  and  reservation  for 
Gary  are  adopted; 

VHF 

city:  Channel  No. 

Gary,  Ind . 50,  *66 

LOUISVILLE.  KENTUCKY 

463.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
four  channels  to  Louisville,  Kentucky: 
VHP  Channels  3  and  11  and  UHF  Chan¬ 
nels  15  and  21,  with  Channel  15  reserved 
for  noncommercial  educational  use. 


*'  See  our  decision  In  Boston  and  Brockton. 


(b)  Census  data.  The  Louisville 
standard  metropolitan  area  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  577,000.  Tlie  city  of  Louis¬ 
ville  has  a  population  of  369,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  WAVE,  Inc.,  is 
licensed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WAVE-TV  on  Channel  5,  and  WHAS, 
Inc.,  is  licensed  for  the  operation  of  Sta¬ 
tion  WHAS-TV  on  Channel  9.  The 
above  licensees  have  been  directed  to 
show  cause  in  this  proceeding  why  the 
licenses  of  WAVE-TV  and  WHAS-TV 
should  not  be  modified  to  specify  oper¬ 
ation  on  Channels  3  and  11,  respectively, 
in  lieu  of  Channels  5  and  9. 

(d)  Answers  to  Orders  to  Shotv  Cause. 
WHAS,  Inc.,  stated  that  it  agreed  to  the 
proposed  modifications  of  its  license  to 
specify  operation  of  WHAS-TV  on 
Channel  11  in  lieu  of  Channel  9.  WHAS, 
Inc.,  pointed  out  that  the  assignment 
of  Channel  11  in  Louisville  would  be  227 
miles  from  the  co-channel  assignment 
at  Johnson  City,  Tennessee,  and  241 


(f)  Statements  in  support  of  counter¬ 
proposals  of  Mid-America  Broadcasting 
Corporation  and  Radio  Kentucky,  Inc. 
It  was  urged  by  Mid-America  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  that  Louisville, 
which  ranks  25th  among  the  Nation’s 
metropolitan  areas,  has  few’er  proposed 
assignments  than  many  lesser  metropoli¬ 
tan  areas.  It  was  pointed  out.  for  ex¬ 
ample,  that  the  Commission  in  the  Third 
Notice  proposed  the  assignment  of  five 
channels  to  Denver,  the  26th  ranking 
metropolitan  area,  and  five  channels  to 
Indianapolis,  the  28th  metropolitan  area. 
It  was  further  urged  that  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  41  in  Louisville  would 
not  require  the  deletion  of  channels 
from  any  other  community  and  would 
meet  the  required  assignment  separa¬ 
tions.  Radio  Kentucky,  Inc.,  contended, 
in  support  of  its  request,  that  UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  51  can  be  assigned  to  Louisville  with¬ 
out  affecting  any  other  assignments  and 
would  meet  the  minimum  assignment 
separations.  No  oppositions  were  filed 
to  the  counterproposals  of  Mid-America 
Broadcasting  Corporation  or  Radio  Ken¬ 
tucky,  Inc. 

(g)  Educational  reservation  in  Louis¬ 
ville.  The  Louisville  Free  Public  Library, 
the  Board  of  Education  of  Louisville,  the 
Lutheran  Baptist  Theological  Seminary, 
and  Nazareth  College  supported  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  15  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  Louisville.  Radio 
Kentucky,  Inc.,  opposed  the  reservation 
of  Channel  15  in  Louisville  contending 
that  educational  institutions  w’ould  be 
adequately  served  by  commercial  sta¬ 
tions:  that  educational  institutions 
would  secure  a  maximum  audience 
through  the  utilization  of  commercial 
television;  that  educational  Institutions 
would  best  be  served  by  participating  in 
the  regular  programming  of  commercial 
stations;  and  that  educational  institu- 


miles  from  the  co -channel  assignment 
at  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  the  closest  co¬ 
channel  assignments,  and  that  accord¬ 
ingly,  the  assignment  of  Channel  11  in 
Louisville  w’ould  meet  the  minimum  sep¬ 
aration  requirements.  WAVE,  Inc.,  has 
not  filed  an  objection  to  the  proposed 
modification  of  its  license  to  specify 
operation  on  Channel  3  in  lieu  of 
Channel  5. 

(e)  Counterproposals  of  Mid- America 
Broadcasting  Corporation  and  Radio 
Kentucky,  Inc.  Mid-America  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation,  Louisville,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  filed  a  counterproposal  request¬ 
ing  the  additional  assignment  of  UHF 
Channel  41  to  Louisville  “as  well  as  all 
other  additional  channels  which  can  be 
allocated,”  Radio  Kentucky,  Inc.,  filed 
a  counterproposal  requesting  the  addi¬ 
tional  assignment  of  UHF  Channel  51 
to  Louisville.**  The  counterproposals 
would  make  the  following  changes: 


tions  in  Louisville  lacked  the  necessary 
finances  to  establish  a  noncommercial 
educational  television  station.  In  reply, 
the  Louisville  Public  Library  and  the 
Board  of  Education  of  Louisville  argued 
that  television  could  become  a  real  tool 
of  instruction  only  if  the  stations  are 
owned  and  controlled  by  the  educational 
institutions.  It  was  also  urged  that  since 
commercial  interests  could  move  more 
rapidly  than  educational  institutions  in 
making  plans  and  securing  necessary 
funds,  the  reservation  of  channels  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  are  nec¬ 
essary. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF 
Assignments 

464.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  record 
supports  the  assignment  of  additional 
UHF  assignments  to  Louisville.  Since 
Channels  41  and  51  can  be  assigned  with¬ 
out  affecting  any  other  assignments  and 
in  conformity  with  minimum  separation 
requirements  these  channels  are  as¬ 
signed  to  Lomsville. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

465.  We  believe  that  the  record  sup¬ 
ports  the  reservation  of  UHF  Channel  15 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  in 
Louisville.  Accordingly,  we  are  finalizing 
the  reservation  of  UHF  Channel  15  in 
Louisville  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Orders 

466.  Appropriate  authorizations  will  be 
Issued  to  WAVE,  Inc.,  and  WHAS,  Inc., 
to  specify  operation  of -WAVE-TV  and 
WHAS-TV  on  Channels  3  and  11,  re¬ 
spectively. 


“Radio  Kentucky,  Inc.,  also  opposed  the 
reservation  of  Channel  15  in  Louisville  for 
noncommercial  educational  use. 


■ - ^ - 

Third  Xotioe 

Troposed  changes 

City 

VHF  Chaa- 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan- 
IH'I  No. 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

3,11 

•15.  21 

3,11 

15,  21,  [41,  51) 
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Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


467.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


.  VHF 

llIF 

City 

Channel 

Channel 

No. 

No. 

LouisviUf,  Ky _ 

3,11 

•15,21,41,51 

COLDWATTR,  MICHIGAN 

468.  (a.)  Proposed  assigjiments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Comn^ission'  pro¬ 
posed  no  assignments  for  Coldwater, 
Michigan. 

(b)  Census  data.  Coldwater  has  a 
population  of  9,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Twin  Valley 
Broadcasters,  Inc.  A  counterproposal 
has  been  filed  by  Twin  Valley  Broad¬ 
casters,  Inc.,  Coldwater,  Michigan,  re¬ 
questing  the  assignment  of  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  10  to  Coldwater,  or  that  a  UHF  chan¬ 
nel  be  assigned  to  that  community  in 
the  event  that  a  VHP  channel  is  not 
assigned.  No  other  changes  in  channel 
assigiunents  were  suggested  to  accom¬ 
plish  this  counterproposal. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of'  Twin 
Valley  Broadcasters,  Inc.,  counterpro¬ 
posal.  Twin  Valley  Broadcasters,  Inc., 
submitted  that  under  the  assignments 
proposed  in  the  Third  Notice,  Coldwater 
wpuld  receive  only  fringe  area  reception. 
It  was  pointed  out  that  Coldwater  pres¬ 
ently  supports  an  AM  and  FM  station, 
and  it  was  urged  that  a  television  chan¬ 
nel,  either  VHF  or  UHF,  should  be  as¬ 
signed  to  this  community.  Channel  10 
at  Coldwater  would  be  168  miles  from 
the  co-channel  assignment  at  Milwau¬ 
kee,  Wisconsin,  and  172  miles  from  the 
co-channel  assignment  at  Columbus, 
Ohio. 

(e)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Twin  Valley  Broad¬ 
casters,  Inc.,  counterproposal.  The 
counterproposal  of  Twin  Valley  Broad¬ 
casters,  Inc.,  insofar  as  it  requests  the 
assignment  of  Channel  10  in  Coldwater, 
is  mutually  exclusive  with  the  counter¬ 
proposals  of  the  following  other  parties: 
The  Trebit  Corporation,  Flint,  Michigan; 
Michigan  State  College,  East  Lansing, 
Michigan ;  Logansport  Broadcasting 
Cerp.,  Logansport,  Indiana ;  and  Owens¬ 
boro  On  The  Air,  Inc.,  Owensboro,  Ken¬ 
tucky:  WJR,  The  Goodwill  Station,  Inc., 
Detroit,  Michigan;  William  H.  Block 
Company,  Indianapolis,  Indiana;  L.  B. 
Wilson,  Inc.,  Cincinnati.  Ohio;  and 
Quad-City  Broadcasting  Corp.,  Moline, 
Illinois.  In  addition,  oppositions  were 
filed  by  the  following  parties:  Michigan 
State  College;  Dispatch  Printing  Com¬ 
pany,  Inc.,  Columbus.  Ohio;  The  Trebit 
Corporation:  WJR,  The  Goodwill  Sta¬ 
tion,  Inc.,  and  Logansport  Broadcasting 
Corp.;  and  Owensboro  On  The  Air,  Inc. 

Conclusions 

469.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  record 
supports  the  assignment  of  a  television 
channel  in  Coldwater,  Michigan.  How¬ 
ever,  the  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  10 
In  that  community  would  result  in  a  de¬ 
viation  from  the  170  mile  minimum  as¬ 
signment  separation  for  co-channel  sta¬ 
tions  in  this  zone.  The  Tuin  Valley 
Broadcasters,  Inc.,  counterproposal  is 


therefore  denied  insofar  as  it  requests 
the  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  10  to 
Coldwater.  However,  UHF  Channel  24 
which  meets  the  required  mileage  sepa¬ 
rations  will  be  assigned  to  Coldwater. 

Final  Assignment 


470.  The  following  assignment  Is 
adopted: 


VHF 

T'HF 

City 

C  h.annel 

Ch.annel 

No. 

No. 

Coldwater,  Mieh _ 

24 

FLINT,  MICHIGAN 

471.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
four  channels  to  Flint,  Michigan:  VHF 
Channel  12  and  UHF  Channels  16,  22, 
and  28,  with  Channel  22  reserved  for 
noncommercial  educational  Atge. 


(e>  Statement  in  support  of  the 
Trebit  Corporation  counterproposal. 
The  Trebit  Corporation  urged  that  an 
additional  VHP  channel  was  required 
to  provide  adequate  service  to  Flint,  and 
that  UHF  service  in  that  area  would  be 
diflBcult  to  establish.  It  was  urged  that, 
on  the  other  hand,  UHF  would  be  ade¬ 
quate  to  provide  service  for  the  London, 
Ontario,  area,  and  that  nonintermixture 
of  VHP  and  UHF  would  be  to  the  best 
interest  of  that  community.  The  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  10  at  Flint  would 
be  61  miles  from  the  adjacent  channel 
assignment  of  Channel  9  at  Windsor, 
Ontario.  Channel  43  proposed  by  the 
Trebit  Corporation  for  London  would  be 
163  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  at  Butler,  Pennsylvania. 

(f)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  The  Trebit  Corporation 
counterproposal.  The  Trebit  Corpora¬ 
tion  counterproposal  conflicts  with  the 
following  other  counterproposals:  WJR, 
The  Goodwill  Station.  Inc.,  Detroit, 
Michigan;  Michigan  State  College,  East 
Lansing.  Michigan;  and  Booth  Radio 
and  Television  Stations,  Inc.,  Detroit, 
Michigan.  Oppositions  to  the  Trebit 
Corporation  counterproposal  were  filed 
by  Michigan  State  College  and  WJR, 
TTie  Goodwill  Station.  Inc. 

Conclusio7is:  The  Educational 
Reservation 

472.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  UHF  Channel  22  in  Flint, 
Michigan,  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Request  for  Additional 
VHF  Channel 

473.  The  Trebit  Corporation  would 
assign  VHF  Channel  10  to  Flint  by  de¬ 
leting  this  assignment  from  London, 


(b)  Census  data.  The  Flint  standard 
metropolitan  area  has  a  population  of 
271,000  and  the  city  of  Flint  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  163,000. 

(c)  Educational  reservation  in  Flint. 
The  JCET  and  School  District  of  Flint 
filed  statements  supporting  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  UHF  Channel  22  in  Flint  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  The 
school  district  stated  that  funds  were 
available  and  that  it  was  prepared  to 
proceed  with  its  plans  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  station  if  the  reservation  of  a 
channel  in  Flint  is  finalized.  No  oppo¬ 
sitions  to  the  reservation  of  Channel  22 
in  Flint  were  filed. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  the  Trebit  Cor¬ 
poration.  The  Trebit  Corporation,  Flint, 
Michigan,  filed  a  counterproposal  re¬ 
questing  the  assignment  of  VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  10  in  Flint  to  be  accomplished  by 
deleting  Channel  10  from  London,  On¬ 
tario.  in  Canada,  and  by  substituting 
UHF  Channels  43  and  65  in  London,  as 
follows: 


Ontario  and  substituting  therefor  UHF 
Channels  43  and  65:  Channel  10  at 
Flint  would  be  61  miles  from  the  adja¬ 
cent  channel  assignment  of  Channel  9 
at  Windsor,  Ontario,  and  Channel  43  at 
London  would  be  163  miles  from  the  co¬ 
channel  assignment  at  Butler,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  The  counterproposal  of  The 
Trebit  Corporation  is  denied  for  the  rea¬ 
sons  set  forth  above  in  the  discussion  of 
the  Canadian-United  States  assign¬ 
ments. 

Fhial  Assignments  and  Reservation 


474.  The  final  assignments  and  reser¬ 
vation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF 

nel  No. 

nel  Nil. 

Flint,  Mich _ 

12 

10,  *->2. 28 

LANSING  AND  EAST  LANSING,  SnCHIGAN 

475.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  assignment  of  two  channels  to  Lan¬ 
sing,  Michigan:  VHF  Channel  6  and  UHF 
Channel  54.  One  channel  was  proposed 
for  East  Lansing,  Michigan,  UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  60. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  Lansing  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  has  a  population 
of  173,000  and  the  city  has  a  population 
of  92,000.  East  Lansing,  which  lies 
within  15  miles  of  Lansing,  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  20,000. 

(c)  Existing  station.  One  station  is 
presently  operating  in  Lansing.  WJIM, 
Inc.,  is  licensed  for  the  operation  of  Sta¬ 
tion  WJIM-TV. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Michigan 
State  College.  A  counterproposal  has 
been  filed  by  Michigan  Stale  College  re- 


City 

Tliird  Notice 

Proposed  chanpes 

VHF  riiiuincl 
No. 

i  1 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No, 

UllF  Channel 
No. 

Flint,  Midi . 

12 

10,  *22,28 
18 

llO],  12 
(-1 

If,  •-•2. 28 
18. 1  J.i,  CiS) 

London,  Ontario... _ _ 

10 

Friday^  May  2,  1952 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


3967 


questing  the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel 
10  to  East  Lansing,  No  other  changes  in 
the  assignment  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice  were  requested.'* 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  Michigan 
State  counterproposal.  The  assignment 
of  Channel  10  at  East  Lansing  would  be 
l64  miles  from  the  assignment  of  this 
channel  in  London,  Ontario,  in  Canada, 
However,  in  support  of  its  counterpro¬ 
posal,  Michigan  State  College  urged  that 
the  operation  of  Channel  10  at  East  Lan¬ 
sing  would  cause  no  objectionable  inter¬ 
ference  within  the  Grade  A  or  B  service 
areas  of  any  co-channel  stations  since 
it  contemplated  that  maximum  effective 
radiated  powers  of  110  kw  at  500  feet 
above  average  terrain  would  be  em¬ 
ployed. 

(f)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Michigan  State  coun¬ 
terproposal.  The  Michigan  State  Col¬ 
lege  counterproposal  conflicts  with  the 
counterproposals  of  the  following  par¬ 
ties:  Logansport  Broadcasting  Corp.,  Lo- 
gansport,  Indiana;  and  Owensboro  On 
The  Air,  Inc.,  Owensboro,  Kentucky; 
Twin  Valley  Broadcasters,  Inc.,  Cold- 
water,  Michigan;  The  Trebit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  Flint,  Michigan;  WJR,  The  Good¬ 
will  Station,  Inc.,  Detroit,  Michigan;  and 
Quad-City  Broadcasting  Corp.,  Moline, 
Illinois. 

Conclusions 

476.  The  counterproposal  of  Michigan 
State  College  would  result  in  a  co-chan¬ 
nel  spacing  of  only  164  miles  between 
East  Lansing  and  London,  Ontario. 
Michigan  State  recognizes  that  this  sep¬ 
aration  is  in  violation  of  the  minimum 
mileage  separation  requirements.  It  re¬ 
quests,  however,  that  an  assignment  be 
permitted  at  reduced  power.  We  have 
considered  the  question  whether  low 
power  assignments  should  be  permitted 
in  cases  such  as  this.  We  see  no  reason 
to  deviate  in  this  instance  from  our  de¬ 
cision  that  such  assignments  will  not  be 
permitted.  We  must  therefore  deny  the 
Michigan  State  counterproposal.  More¬ 
over,  the  Michigan  State  proposal  must 
also  be  rejected  for  reasons  set  forth 
above  in  the  discussion  of  Canadian- 
United  States  assignments. 

Final  Assignmerits 


477.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  assignments  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Lansinp,  Mich  _ 

6 

M 

00 

1 

“On  May  7,  1951,  Michigan  State  College 
filed  a  comment  In  this  proceeding  urging 
the  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  10  to  East 
Lansing,  Michigan  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional-  purposes.  However,  on  September  6, 
1951,  Michigan  State  petitioned  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  leave  to  amend  Its  prior  proposal 
to  request  that  Channel  10  be  assigned  to 
East  Lansing  as  a  commercial  channel.  This 
petition  w'as  granted  by  the  Commission  on 
September  12,  1951. 


DETROIT,  MICHIGAN 

478.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment 
of  six  channels  to  Detroit,  Michigan: 
VHP  Channels  2,  4,  and  7  and  UHP 
Channels  50,  56,  and  62,  with  Channel  56 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  Detroit  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  has  a  population 
of  3,016,000  and  the  city  of  Detroit  has  a 
population  of  1,850,000. 

(c)  Existing  statio7is.  Three  stations 
are  presently  in  operation  in  Detroit. 
Fort  Industry  Company  is  licensed  for 
the  operation  of  Station  WJBK-TV  on 


(e)  Statement  in  support  of  Board  of 
Education  counterproposal.  The  Board 
of  Education  of  the  City  of  Detroit 
pointed  out  that  three  television  stations 
were  presently  in  operation  in  Detroit, 
and  that  none  of  the  half  million  sets  in 
use  in  the  Detroit  area  can  receive  UHP 
transmissions.  It  was  urged  that  since 
most  network  programs  are  generally 
available  to  Detroit  viewers,  it  is  unlikely 
that  the  existing  receivers  will  be  con¬ 
verted  to  receive  UHP,  and  that  conse¬ 
quently,  any  UHP  audience  in  the  Detroit 
area  will  be  a  limited  one.  The  board 
contended  that  since  only  one  station 
is  presently  in  operation  in  Toledo, 
existing  VHP  sets  would  be  converted  at 
a  faster  rate  in  comparison  with  De¬ 
troit.  It  was  noted  that  the  Detroit 
metropolitan  area  had  a  population  of 
2,973,000  as  compared  to  393,000  for  the 
Toledo  metropolitan  area.  With  respect 
to  the  removal  of  Channel  12  from  Flint 
to  Bay  City-Saginaw,  it  was  submitted 
that  such  assignment  would  afford  a  first 
VHF  channel  to  the  Bay  City-Saginaw 
area,  with  a  population  of  241,000.  The 
population  of  the  Flint  metropolitan  area 
was  listed  as  270,000.  Mercy  College,  De¬ 
troit,  Michigan,  and  the  JCETT  supported 
the  Board  of  Education’s  counterpro¬ 
posal.  No  substitutions  are  suggested 
for  Toledo  or  Flint  to  replace  the  VHP 
channels  to  be  deleted. 

(f)  As  noted  above,  in  the  Third 
Notice,  UHF  Channel  56  was  reserved  in 
Detroit  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  The  Board  of  Education  of  the  City 
of  Detroit  stated  that  if  its  request  for 
VHF  Channel  11  in  Detroit  is  denied,  it 
desired  that  Channel  56  be  reserved  in 
Detroit  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  No  oppositions  to  the  reservation  of 
UHP  Channel  56  were  filed. 

(g)  Oppositions  to  the  Board  of  Edu¬ 
cation  counterproposal.  The  following 
parties  filed  oppositions  to  the  counter- 


Channel  2;  Evening  News  Association 
is  licensed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WWJ-TV  on  Channel  4;  and  WXYZ, 
Inc.,  is  licensed  for  the  operation  of  Sta¬ 
tion  WXYZ-TV  on  Channel  7. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  the  Board  of 
Education  of  the  City  of  Detroit.  The 
Board  of  Education  of  the  City  of  De¬ 
troit  filed  a  counterproposal  requesting 
the  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  11  to 
Detroit  to  be  reserved  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  Wayne  Univer¬ 
sity,  Detroit,  Michigan,  joined  in  this 
counterproposal.  This  would  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  deleting  VHF  Channel  11 
from  Toledo,  Ohio,  and  shifting  VHF 
Channel  12  from  Flint,  Michigan,  to  Bay 
City-Saginaw,  Michigan,  as  follows:** 


proposal  of  the  Board  of  Education  of 
the  City  of  Detroit:  Adrian  Broadcasting 
Company,  in  opposition  to  the  proposal 
to  shift  Channel  11  from  Toledo  to  De¬ 
troit  and  Channel  12  from  Flint  to  Bay 
City-Saginaw;  Booth  Radio  and  Tele¬ 
vision  Stations,  Inc.,  in  opposition  to  the 
proposal  to  shift  Channel  12  from  Flint 
to  Bay  City-Saginaw;  Crosley  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation,  in  opposition  to  the 
proposal  to  shift  Channel  11  from  To¬ 
ledo  to  Detroit;  Community  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  in  opposition  to  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  shift  Channel  11  from  Toledo 
to  Detroit;  Maumee  Valley  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  in  opposition  to  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  shift  Channel  11  from  Toledo  to 
Detroit  and  Channel  12  from  Flint  to 
Bay  City-Saginaw;  and  The  Trebit  Cor¬ 
poration,  in  opposition  to  the  proposal 
to  shift  Channel  11  from  Toledo  to  De¬ 
troit  and  Channel  12  from  Flint  to  Bay 
City-Saginaw. 

(h)  Counterproposal  of  Booth  Radio 
and  Television  Statioiis,  Inc.  Booth 
Radio  and  Television  Stations,  Inc.,  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignments  of 
VHF  Channels  6  and  9  to  Detroit.  Chan¬ 
nel  9  would  be  assigned  to  Detroit  by 
substituting  UHF  Channel  50  in  Wind¬ 
sor,  Ontario,  for  VHF  Channel  9.  Chan¬ 
nel  6  would  be  assigned  to  Detroit  by 
substituting  Channel  5  in  Lansing,  Mich¬ 
igan,  for  Channel  6;  substituting  Chan¬ 
nel  11  in  Alpena,  Michigan,  for  Channel 
9;  substituting  Channel  8  in  Iron  Moun¬ 
tain,  Michigan,  for  Channel  9,  and  sub¬ 
stituting  Channel  9  in  Traverse  City, 
Michigan,  for  Channel  5.  Station 
WJIM-TV  is  presently  operating  on 
Channel  6  in  Lansing,  Michigan.  The 


••  The  Bay  City  public  schools  filed  a  coun¬ 
terproposal  requesting  the  assignment  of 
VHF  Channel  12  to  Bay  City-Saginaw  to  be 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational  use. 


City 

Third  Notice 

Pro()Osed  changes 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

nptrnit,  Mich _ _  _  _  .  _  _  _ 

2.4.7 

11,13 

12 

eo,  *56,  fi2 
•.K) 

16,  *22.  28 
6.3 
61,57 

2, 4,  7.  •[Ill 

I-).  13 
1-1 

60.  56.  62 
•;;o 

16,  *22,  28 
c.t 
51,57 

Bay  City,  Mich . 

Saginaw,  Mich _ _ 

Bay  City-Saginaw’ . 

[121 

/ 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


Booth  Radio  and  Television  Stations,  following  changes  in  tlie  assignments 
Inc.,  counterproposal  would  make  the  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice; 


Tltird  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

C.ty 

VII F  riKumel 
No. 

UHF  Oianwl 
No, 

VnF  rharmel 
No. 

UUF  Cliannel 
No. 

2,4.7 

£0.  n 

2.  4,  [fij.  7.  f9j 

(-?,  •rei.rs 

U 

'62,  SH 

02. 3S  [£OJ 

C 

£4 

IM 

r<4 

9 

27 

(s-l 

27 

9 

.■» 

III) 

.10 

5 

5P,  *26 

IW 

20.  *26 

(i)  Statement  in  support  of  Booth 
Radio  and  Television  Stations,  Inc. 
Booth  Radio  and  Television  Stations, 
Inc.,  urged  tliat  tlie  assignment  of  VHP 
Channels  6  and  9  to  Detroit  would  af¬ 
ford  Grade  A  and  B  service  to  a  substan¬ 
tial  population  and  area.  It  was  con¬ 
tended  that  .such  as.ngnments  are 
needed  since  Detroit  is  the  fastest 
growing  metiopolitan  area  among  the 
five  largest  cities  in  the  nation;  and  that 
additional  television  facilities  are  re¬ 
quired  for  the  large  foreign  speaking 
population  in  the  Detroit  area. 

<j)  Channel  6  at  Detroit  would  be  153 
miles  from  the  co-channel  assignment 
at  Columbus,  Ohio,  Channel  5  at 
Lansing,  as  proposed  by  Booth,  would 
place  Station  WJIM-TV  170  miles  from 
existing  Station  WN3Q  operating  on 
Channel  5  in  Chicago. 

(k)  Conflicting  counterproposal  and 
oppositions  to  the  Booth  Radio  and 
Television  Stations,  Inc.,  counterpro~ 
posal.  Oppositions  to  the  Bootli  coun¬ 
terproposal  have  been  filed  by  Picture 
Waves,  Inc.,  Columbus.  Ohio;  WJIM, 
Inc..  Lansing,  Michigan;  Indiana  Tech¬ 
nical  College,  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana;  Na¬ 


im)  Statement  in  support  of  WJR, 
The  Goodwill  StatioJi.  Inc.,  counterpro¬ 
posal.  WJR,  The  Goodwill  Station.  Inc., 
urged  that  the  Commission’s  proposal 
assigning  three  VHP  channels  and  three 
UHP  channels  to  Detroit,  the  fifth  larg¬ 
est  metropolitan  area  in  the  United 
States,  violates  section  307  (b)  of  the 
Communications  Act.  It  was  contended 
that  Detroit  would  receive  no  more  chan¬ 
nels  than  would  be  received  by  metropoli¬ 
tan  areas  which  are  smaller  than  De¬ 
troit:  and  that  in  some  instances,  Detroit 
would  receive  fewer  channels  than  sev¬ 
eral  smaller  metropolitan  areas.  It  was 
also  urged  that  the  Commission’s  assign¬ 
ments  in  Detroit  are  imlawful  since 
under  the  currently  effective  assignment 
Table,  4  VHP  channels  are  assigned  to 
Detroit,  and  the  Commission’s  proposal 
in  the  Tliird  Notice  assigning  only  3  VHP 
channels  was  made  after  a  consolidated 
hearing  on  the  competing  applications  of 
WJR  and  the  United  Detroit  Theatres 
Corporation  fo;-  the  one  remaining  un¬ 
assigned  VHP  channel  in  Detroit. 


tional  Breadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  Chi¬ 
cago,  Illinois;  “  and  Trebit  Corporation, 
Flint,  Michigan.  The  Booth  counter¬ 
proposal  is  also  mutually  exclusive  with 
the  counterproposal  cf  Music  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Grand  Rapids,  Mich¬ 
igan.  and  Bay  Broadcasting  Company, 
Bay  City,  Michigan. 

<1)  Counterproposal  of  WJR,  The 
Goodtcill  Station,  Inc.  A  counterpro¬ 
posal  has  been  filed  by  The  Goodwill 
Station,  Inc.,  requesting  the  additional 
assignments  of  VHP  Channel  6  and  UHP 
Channel  22  to  Detroit.  In  order  to  as¬ 
sign  Channel  6  to  Detroit,  Channel  10 
would  be  substituted  in  Lansing,  Michi¬ 
gan.  for  Channel  6.  W^JIM-TV  is  pres¬ 
ently  operating  in  Lansing  on  Channel 
6.  In  order  to  assign  Channel  22  to 
Detroit,  Channel  13  would  be  substituted 
in  East  Lansing.  Michigan,  for  Channel 
60;  Channel  46  substituted  in  Flint, 
Michigan,  for  Channel  22;  Chani^el  60 
substituted  m  Ludington,  Michigan,  for 
Channel  18;  and  Channel  37  substituted 
in  Cadillac,  Michigan  for  Channel  45. 
The  WJR  counterproposal  would  make 
the  following  changes  in  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  in  the  ’Third  Notice: 


(n)  Chaimel  18  at  East  Lansing,  as 
proposed  by  WJR,  The  Goodwnll  Station, 
Inc.,  would  be  164  miles  from  the  co¬ 
channel  assignment  at  London,  Ontario. 
In  addition,  Channel  46  in  Flint,  as  sug¬ 
gested  by  WJR,  would  be  61  miles  from 


*“  Booth  Radio  and  Television  Stations, 
Inc.,  filed  a  Motion  to  Strike  testimony  filed 
on  behalf  of  National  Broadcasting  Company, 
Inc.  In  its  sworn  staten^ent  opposing  the 
Booth  counterproposal  filed  with  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  September  19,  1951,  NBC  had 
noted  that  Its  Station  WNEQ  Is  licensed  to 
operate  on  Channel  5  In  Chicago.  NBC  stated 
that  It,  therefore,  opposed  the  Booth 
counterproposal  which  would  require  mov¬ 
ing  WJIM-TV  In  Lansing,  Michigan,  from 
its  present  operation  on  Channel  6  to  Chan¬ 
nel  5.  NBC  tirged  that  the  operation  of 
Channel  5  in  Lansing  would  cause  interfer¬ 
ence  to  Channel  5  itf  Chicago,  and  that  such 
counterproposal  violates  the  minimum  co¬ 
channel  assignment  spaclngs.  Booth  moved 
to  strike  this  opposition,  contending  that 
NBC  did  not  file  an  opposition  to  the  May 
7,  1951,  comment  of  Booth  advancing  the 
counterproposal  and  that,  therefore,  under 


the  assignment  of  Channel  32  at  Wind¬ 
sor,  Ontario,  Canada.  Channel  6  at 
Detroit,  as  proposed  by  WJR,  would  be 
163  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  at  Columbus,  Ohio,  Channel  10  at 
Lansing,  as  proposed  by  WJR  would  be 
169  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  at  London,  Ontario,  and  171  miles 
from  the  co-channel  assignment  at  Mil¬ 
waukee,  Wisconsin.^ 

(o)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  counterproposal  of 
WJR,  The  Goodwill  Station,  Inc.  Oppo¬ 
sitions  and  conflicting  counterproposals 
were  filed  by  the  following  parties:  Music 
Broadcasting  Company,  Grand  Rapids, 
Michigan:  Michigan  State  College,  East 
Lansing,  Michigan;  The  Trebit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  Flint,  Michigan:  WJIM,  Inc.,  Lan¬ 
sing.  Michigan;  Picture  Waves,  Inc.,  Co¬ 
lumbus,  Ohio:  Quad-City  Broadcasting 
Company,  Moline,  Illinois;  Logansport 
Broadcasting  Corp.,  Logansport,  Indiana, 
and  Owensboro  On  The  Air,  Inc.,  Owen«- 
bero,  Kentucky;  Twin  Valley  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  Coldwater,  Michigan;  and 


the  terms  of  the  Order  of  Hearing  Preerdure, 
issued  In  tlUs  proceeding,  NBC  is  precluded 
from  now  cfferlng  such  an  cpposltlcn.  In 
the  alternative,  Booth  has  filed  a  rebuttal 
to  the  NBC  statement.  On  October  22,  1951, 
NBC  filed  an  opposlticn  to  the  M  tion  to 
Strike  of  Booth,  noting  that  NEC  had  filed 
Comments  on  May  7,  1951,  supporting  the 
Commission's  proposed  assignments  listed 
in  tlie  Third  Notice.  Further,  NEC  argued 
that  since  this  was  in  conflict  with  tl’.e 
counterproposal  of  Booth,  it  was  not  neces¬ 
sary  to  file  an  opposition  to  insure  the  right 
to  cross-examine  Bocth,  Par.  6  of  the  Order 
of  Hearing  Prccedure,  issued  on  July  25, 
1951,  in  this  jM-oceedlng  states  that  •  •  • 

“parties  whose  comment  filed  in  these  pro¬ 
ceedings  on  May  7,  1951,  were  by  their  terms 
in  conflict  with  other  comments,  will  be 
entitled  to  file  sworn  statements  or  exhibits 
In  accordance  with  siibpar.  5c  abO’.-e,  even 
though  specific  oppositions  directed  to  such 
other  comments  have  net  been  filed.”  In 
view  of  the  foregoing,  the  Motion  to  Strike 
is  Denied.  However,  the  rebuttal  of  Booth 
is  accepted  and  has  teen  considered  by  the 
Commission  in  the  proceeding. 

On  February  27,  1952,  WJR.  The  Goed- 
will  Station,  Inc.,  filed  a  petition  for  leave 
to  file  a  late  supplemental  sworn  statement 
“for  the  purpose  of  submitting  newly  dis¬ 
covered  evidence.”  It  was  noted  that  in  its 
comments  and  prior  sworn  statement  filed 
in  this  proceeding,  WJR  had  contended  that 
a  transmitter  site  could  be  found  in  Detroit 
that  would  provide  a  170  mile  transmitter-to- 
transmltter  separation  between  Detroit  and 
Columbus.  Ohio,  so  as  to  permit  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  Channel  6  in  both  cities.  In  its 
petition  WJR  asserts  that  it  “has  only 
recently  located  (such)  a  site,”  and  there¬ 
fore  requests  leave  to  file  a  supplemental 
statement  concerning  the  details  of  this  site. 
Oppositions  to  the  WJR  petition  have  been 
filed  by  the  Twin  Valley  Broadcasters,  Inc., 
Coldwater.  Michigan;  Picture  Waves,  Inc., 
Coliunbus,  Ohio;  Michigan  State  College,  East 
Lansing.  Michigan;  Bay  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Bay  City.  Michigan;  Saginaw  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Saginaw,  Michigan,  aud 
WJIM,  Inc.,  Lansing.  Michigan.  The  time  fer 
filing  sworn  statements  by  WJR,  as  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  Order  of  Hearing  Procedure  issued 
In  this  proceeding,  has  expired.  Further- 
nic«-e,  we  are  of  the  view  that  evidence  con¬ 
cerning  specific  transmitter  sites  is  Irrelevant 
and  Immaterial  In  this  proceeding  for  the 
purposes  offered  by  WJR.  Accordingly,  the 
petition  of  WJR.  The  Goodwill  Station.  Inc., 
is  Denied. 
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Saginaw  Broadcasting  Co.,  Saginaw, 
Michigan. 

Conclusions:  The  Educational  Reserva¬ 
tion  in  Detroit 

479.  The  Board  of  Education  of  the 
City  of  Detroit  has  requested  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  Channel  11  to  be  reserved 
in  Detroit  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  However,  in  order  to  accom¬ 
plish  this  assignment,  VHP  Channel  11 
must  be  deleted  from  Toledo,  and  VHP 
Channel  12  shifted  from  Flint  to  Bay 
City-Saginaw.  We  do  not  believe  that 
these  proposed  changes  are  warranted  in 
order  to  provide  a  fourth  VHP  channel 
to  Detroit.  Toledo  is  a  metropolitan  area 
with  a  population  of  396,000  and  has  a 
city  population  of  304,000.  Plint  has  a 
metropolitan  area  population  of  271,000 
and  a  city  population  of  163,000.  Under 
the  Tliird  Notice  two  VHP  and  one  UHP 
channels  were  proposed  for  Toledo,  with 
the  UHP  channel  reserved  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use,  and  one  VHP 
and  three  UHP  channels  for  Plint,  with 
one  of  the  UHP  channels  reserved  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  The 
Board  of  Education  counterproposal 
would  deprive  Plint  of  its  onily  VHP 
channel  and  would  leave  Toledo  with 
only  one  VHP  assignment.  In  view  of 
the  foregoing,  the  counterproposal  of  the 
Board  of  Education  of  the  City  of  Detroit 
is  denied.  However,  the  reservation  of 
UHF  Channel  56  in  Detroit  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Additional  Assignment  of 
UHF  Channel  22 

480.  In  order  to  assign  UHP  Channel 
22  to  Detroit,  WJR,  The  Goodwill  Sta¬ 
tion,  Inc.,  suggested,  among  other 
changes,  that  UHP  Channel  18  be  as¬ 
signed  to  East  Lansing  at  a  distance  of 
164  miles  from  the  cochannel  assign¬ 
ment  at  London,  Ontario.  In  addition, 
Channel  46  at  Rint  would  be  61  miles 
from  the  assignment  of  Channel  32  at 
Windsor,  Ontario.  The  request  to  assign 
Channel  22  to  Detroit  must  be  denied  for 
the  reasons  set  forth  above  in  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  United  States-Canadian 
assignments. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF 
Assignments 

481.  Booth  Radio  and  Television  Sta¬ 
tions,  Inc.,  requested  the  assignment  of 
VHF  Channel  9  in  Detroit  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  shifting  this  channel  from 
Windsor,  Ontario,  and  substituting  a 
UHF  channel  in  the  Canadian  city.  The 
Booth  request  for  Channel  9  must  be 
denied  for  the  reasons  set  forth  above 
in  the  discussion  of  United  States- 
Canadian  assignments. 

482.  With  respect  to  VHF  Channel  6, 
this  channel  at  Detroit  would  be  only 
153  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  at  Columbus,  Ohio,  where  Station 

il  WTVN  is  operating.  The  assignment  of 
Channel  6  to  Detroit  would  therefore  be 
in  violation  of  the  minimum  separation 
;  requirements  adopted  herein  and  for  this 
reason  the  WJR  request  must  be  denied. 
In  addition,  the  assignment  of  Channel 
10  at  Lansing  as  suggested  by  WJR,  The 
Goodwill  Station,  Inc.,  in  order  to  assign 
Channel  6  to  Detroit,  would  be  170  miles 
from  the  co-channel  assignment  at  Lon¬ 
don,  Ontario.  The  WJR  request  must 
Ko.  87— Ft.  II - 9 


be  denied  for  the  reasons  stated  In  the 
discussion  of  United  States-Canadian 
assignments.  Booth  Radio  and  Televi¬ 
sion  Stations,  Inc.,  counterproposal  con¬ 
flicts  wdth  the  counterproposal  of  Bay 
Broadcasting  Company  which  requested 
the  assignment  of  Channel  5  to  Bay  City, 
Michigan,  since  Channel  5  cannot  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  both  Lansing  and  Bay  City. 
We  believe  that  the  Bay  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal  which  w'ould 
assign  a  first  VHP  channel  to  Bay  City, 
a  city  with  a  population  of  53,000,  is 
more  meritorious  than  a  counterpropo¬ 
sal  seeking  a  fourth  VHP  channel  for 
Detroit.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
counterproposals  of  Booth  Radio  and 
Television  Stations,  Inc.,  and  WJR,  The 
Goodwill  Station.  Inc.,  requesting  the  as¬ 
signment  of  VHP  Channels  6  and  9  to 
Detroit  are  denied. 

483.  The  television  assignments  adopt¬ 
ed  in  1945  assigned  four  VHP  channels 
to  Detroit,  and  three  of  these  channels 
are  presently  in  use.  A  comparative 
hearing  was  held  for  the  remaining  un- 
a.ssigned  channel.  We  cannot  agree  that 
the  denial  of  the  above  counterproposals 
seeking  additional  VHF  channels  for  De¬ 
troit  is  contrary  to  law  as  urged  by  WJR, 
The  Goodwill  Station,  Inc.,  because  the 
reduction  in  the  number  of  VHP  assign¬ 
ments  in  Detroit  from  four  to  three  was 
made  after  this  comparative  hearing  was 
commenced.  We  believe  the  opinion  of 
the  Commission,  PCC  51-1216,  issued  on 
December  12,  1951,  in  connection  with 
the  requests  for  oral  hearing  of  Daily 
News  Television  Co.,  et  al.  makes  clear 
that  the  Commission,  in  a  proceeding 
such  as  this,  may  change  the  assignment 
of  VHF  channels  to  Detroit  under  the 
circumstances  presented. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


484.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted. 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

2.4.7 

fit),  *56,  f.2 

GRANP  FAPIDS,  MICHIGAN 

485.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  three  channels 
to  Grand  Rapids.  Michigan :  VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  8  and  UHF  Channels  17  and  23,  with 
Channel  17  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  Grand  Rapids 
standard  metropolitan  area  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  288,000  and  the  city  of  Grand 
Rapids  has  a  population  of  177,0C0. 

(c)  Existing  station.  Grandwood 
Broadcasting  Company  is  licensed  to 
operate  Station  WOOD-TV  in  Grand 
Rapids  on  Channel  7.”  Tlie  licensee  has 
been  directed  to  show  cause  why  the  li¬ 
cense  of  the  existing  station  in  Giand 
Rapids  should  not  be  modified  to  specify 
operation  on  Channel  8  in  lieu  of  Chan¬ 
nel  7. 

(d)  Answer  to  Order  to  Show  Cause. 
No  opposition  to  the  proposed  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  license  of  Station  WOOD-TV 
to  specify  operation  on  Channel  8  in  lieu 
of  Channel  7  has  been  filed. 

(e)  Educational  reservation  in  Grand 
Rapids.  The  Board  of  Education  of  the 
Grand  Rapids  Public  Schools  filed  a 
statement  supporting  the  reservation  of 
UHP  Channel  17  in  Grand  Rapids  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  The 
Board  of  Education  stated  that  while  it 
had  no  actual  experience  in  educational 
television,  it  w’as  prepared  to  undertake 
the  establishment  of  an  educational  tel¬ 
evision  station  in  Grand  Rapids  as  soon 
as  television  service  in  the  UEF  is  avail¬ 
able.  No  oppositions  to  the  reservation 
W’ere  filed. 

(f)  Counterproposal  of  Music  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  Masic  Broadcasting 
Company,  Grand  Rapids,  Michigan,  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignment  of 
VHF  Channel  6  in  Grand  Rapids.  In 
order  to  accomplish  this  assignment,  the 
following  changes  w’ould  be  made; 
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Station  WJIM-TV  is  presently  operating 
In  Lansing,  Michigan,  on  Channel  6.  and 
the  Music  Broadcasting  Company  coun¬ 
terproposal  would  require  the  shifting  of 
this  station  to  Channel  5. 

(g)  Statement  in  support  of  Music 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Music  Broadcasting  Company  urged  that 
the  assignments  proposed  for  Grand 
Rapids  are  inadequate  to  meet  the  needs 
of  that  community.  Music  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  pointed  out  that  Grand 
Rapids  is  the  second  largest  city  in 
Michigan  and  contended  that  the  im¬ 
portance  of  that  city  is  evidenced  by 
schools,  churches,  manufacturing  plants, 
amount  of  retail  sales,  the  number  of 


w’holesale  establishments  and  banking 
institutions,  etc.,  and  that  such  data  sup¬ 
ports  the  need  for  an  additional  VHP 
assignment  in  that  community.  It  was 
further  urged  that  there  is  need  for  the 
immediate  establishment  of  additional 
television  facilities  in  Grand  Rapids  for 
the  reason  that  there  are  at  the  present 
time  114,557  television  receivers  in  the 
Grand  Rapids-Kalamazoo  area  despite 
the  fact  that  there  is  only  one  local  sta- 


On  September  19,  1051,  the  Commission 
approved  the  transfer  of  tliis  station  from 
Leonard  A.  Versluls  to  the  present  licensee. 
The  call  letters  of  this  station  were  for¬ 
merly  WLAV-TV. 
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tion  in  that  area.  It  was  further  con¬ 
tended  by  Music  Broadcasting  Company 
that  the  a.ssignment  of  Channel  6  could 
be  made  in  Grand  Rapids  and  could  also 
be  a.s.signed  to  any  one  of  four  Wisconsin 
communities. 

(h)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Music  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal.  The  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  Music  Broadcasting 
Company  is  in  conflict  with  the  counter¬ 
proposals  of  the  following  other  parties: 
Indiana  Technical  College,  Fort  Wayne, 
Ind.;  Bay  City  Broadcasting  Company, 
Bay  City,  Michigan;  Delta  Broadcasting 
Compans',  Escanaba,  Michigan;  Green 
Bay  Newspaper  Company,  Green  Bay, 
Wisconsin;  WJR,  The  Goodwill  Station, 
Inc.,  Detroit,  Michigan;  Booth  Radio 
and  Television  Stations,  Inc.,  Detroit. 
Michigan;  Milwaukee  Broadcasting 
Company.  Milwaukee.  Wisconsin;  Hearst 
Radio.  Inc..  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin; 
Quad -City  Broadcasting  Corporation, 
Moline.  Illinois.  In  addition  oppositions 
to  the  Mu.sic  Broadcasting  Company 
counterpropo.sal  were  filed  by  WJD.l, 
Inc.,  Lansing,  Michigan;  Scripps- 
Howard  Radio.  Inc.,  Cleveland.  Ohio, 
and  National  Broadcasting  Company, 
Inc.,  Chicago,  Illinois. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Order 

486.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  an  ap¬ 
propriate  authorization  will  be  issued  to 
Grand  wood  Broadcasting  Company  to 
specify  operation  of  Station  WOOE^TV 
on  Channel  8. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

487.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  17  in  Grand  Rapids 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 

Conclusions:  Request  for  Additional 
VHP  Assignment 

488.  We  believe  that  the  record  does 
not  support  the  assignment  of  VHP 
Channel  6  to  Grand  Rapids.  As  noted 
above,  the  Music  Broadcasting  Company 
counterproposal  conflicts  with  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  Bay  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  requesting  the  assignment  of  VHP 
Cham  3l  5  to  Bay  City.  Michigan.  These 
countc -proposals  are  mutually  exclusive 
since  Music  Broadcasting  Company 
would  assign  Channel  5  to  Lansing and 
Bay  Broadcasting  Company  would  as¬ 
sign  Channel  5  to  Bay  City  at  a  distance 
of  only  69  miles.  We  are  of  the  view 
that  the  counterproposal  of  Bay  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  seeking  a  first  VHP 
a.ssignment  for  Bay  City  is  more  meri¬ 
torious  than  that  of  Music  Broadcasting 
Company  .seeking  a  second  VHP  assign¬ 
ment  for  Grand  Rapids.  Bay  City  has 
a  population  of  53,000. and  is  one  of  the 
Nation’s  168  metropolitan  areas  with  a 
population  of  88,000.  Furthermore,  the 


••  Although  Music  Broadcasting  Company 
suggested  that  under  Its  counterproposal 
Channel  6  could  be  added  to  Cllntonvllle, 
Shawano.  New  London,  or  Waupaca,  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  no  counterproposals  requesting  assign¬ 
ments  for  these  communities  were  filed  In 
this  proceeding.  The  population  of  these 
communities  Is  as  follows:  Cllntonvllle, 
5.000;  Shawano.  6,000;  New  London,  5.000; 
and  Waupaca,  4,000. 


Music  Broadcasting  Company  counter¬ 
proposal  also  conflicts  with  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Green  Bay  Newspaper  Com¬ 
pany  which  requests  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  2  to  Green  Bay.  Wiscon¬ 
sin.  The  Music  counterproposal  would 
assign  Channel  2  to  Green  Bay  but 
would  delete  Channel  6  proposed  in  the 
Third  Notice.  Green  Bay  is  a  city  with 
a  population  of  53,000  and  has  a  metro¬ 
politan  area  population  of  98,000.  In 
light  of  the  above,  a  denial  of  the  Music 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal 
would  permit  the  assignment  of  a  first 
VHP  channel  to  Bay  City  and  a  second 
VHP  channel  to  Green  Bay.  In  view  of 
the  foregoing,  the  Music  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal  is  denied. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

489.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


As  an  alternative  the  Board  of  Educa¬ 
tion  requested  that  a  UHP  channel  be 
reserved  in  Bay  City  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Board  of 
Education  counterproposal.  The  Board 
of  Education  of  Bay  City  asserted  that  if 
Channel  12  were  assigned  to  Bay  City, 
a  working  agreement  with  educational 
institutions  in  the  adjoining  Saginaw 
County  would  be  effected  in  utilizing  this 
frequency  for  educational  television. 
The  Board  noted  that  Central  Michigan 
College  was  interested  in  educational 
television.  The  Board  stated  that  con¬ 
siderable  progress  in  relation  to  the  joint 
sponsorship  and  financing  of  the  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  an  educational 
station  is  being  made  and  represented 
that  should  Channel  12  be  reserved  in 
Bay  City  it  would  be  utilized  within  a 
reasonable  period  of  time.  As  an  alter- 
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nel  No. 
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490.  (a)  Proposed  assignment.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  assignment  of  one  channel,  UHF 
Channel  63  to  Bay  City,  Michigan. 

ih)  Census  data.  The  Bay  City  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  has  a  population 
of  88,000  and  the  city  has  a  population 
of  53,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  the  Board  of 
Education  of  Bay  City.  The  Board  of 
Education  in  Bay  City  requested  the  as¬ 
signment  of  VHP  Channel  12  to  Bay  City 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  to  be 
accomplished  by  deleting  this  channel 
from  Flint,  Michigan,  as  follows: 


native,  the  Board  of  Education  requested 
that  a  UHF  channel  be  reserved  in  Bay 
City  for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

(e)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositi07is  to  the  Board  of  Education 
counterproposal.  Conflicting  counter¬ 
proposals  or  oppositions  to  the  Board  of 
Education  counterproposal  were  filed  by- 
Booth  Radio  and  Television  Stations, 
Inc.,  The  Trebit  Corporation,  and  Adrian 
Broadcasting  Company.  The  opposi¬ 
tions  point  out  that  the  population  of  the 
Flint  area  exceeds  that  of  Bay  City  and 
Saginaw  combined. 

(f)  Counterproposal  of  Bay  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  Bay  Broadcasting 
Company  requested  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  5  to  Bay  City.  This  as¬ 
signment  would  be  accomplished  by  sub¬ 
stituting  Channel  7  in  Traverse  City, 
Michigan,  for  Channel  5.  as  follows: 


City 

■  Third  Notice 

1 

rro|)oscd  chanites 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Clmncl 
No. 

Bay  City,  Mich _ _ _ _ 

«n 

20,  "itj 

ISI 

171 

fir. 

20,  'y 

Traverse  City,  Mich _ _ _ 

5 

(g>  Statement  in  support  of  Bay 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Bay  Broadcasting  Company  urged  that  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  north  central 
area  of  lower  Michigan  would  receive  its 
first  VHP  Grade  A  and  Grade  B  service 
from  the  operation  of  Channel  5  in  Bay 
City.  It  was  pointed  out  that  Bay  City, 
with  a  population  of  over  50,000  ranks 
eighth  in  the  State  of  Michigan  but  is 
assigned  only  one  UHP  channel  in  the 
Third  Notice.  It  was  further  contended 
that  nine  cities  in  Michigan  with  lesser 
populations  than  Bay  City  are  assigned 
two  or  more  channels,  and  that  twenty- 
five  cities  w’ith  less  than  one-half  the 
population  of  Bay  City  are  assigned  an 


equal  or  greater  number  of  channels 
than  Bay  City. 

(h)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Bay  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal.  The  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  Bay  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  is  in  conflict  with  that  of  Booth 
Radio  and  Television  Stations,  Inc., 
Detroit,  Michigan;  and  Music  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  Grand  Rapids,  Michigan. 
Oppositions  to  the  counterproposal  of 
Bay  Broadcasting  Company  have  been 
filed  by  the  above  two  parties  and  by 
Scripps-How-ard  Radio,  Inc.,  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  and  WJIM,  Inc.,  Lansing,  Michi¬ 
gan.  Channel  5  in  Bay  City  would  be 
1G3  miles  from  Cleveland,  Ohio,  where 


City 

Third  Notice 

ProjOTsed  chances 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VII F  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

ra 

16.  *2?.  28 

ri 

fir 

16.  *22.  > 
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station  WEWS  is  operating  on  Channel 
5.  Scripps-Howard,  Inc.,  licensee  of 
Station  WEWS,  opposed  the  Bay  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  counterproposal  urg¬ 
ing  that  the  possibility  of  interference 
due  to  tropospheric  transmissions  over 
Lake  Erie  requires-  greater  separation. 
It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the  dis¬ 
tance  between  Bay  City  and  the  WEWS 
transmitter  site  in  Cleveland  is  189  miles. 
The  assignment  of  Channel  5  at'  Bay 
City  would  be  69  miles  from  the  adjacent 
channel  assignment  of  Channel  6  in 
Lansing.  Michigan,  where  Station 
WJIM-TV  is  presently  operating. 
WJIM,  Inc.,  licensee  of  Station  WJIM- 
TV.  opposed  the  Bay  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal  since  it  did  not 
meet  the  70  mile  city-to-city  adjacent 
channel  spacing  required  by  the  Third 
Notice.  However,  we  have  elsewhere  in 
this  Report  reduced  the  required  adja¬ 
cent  channel  assignment  spacing  for 
VHF  channels  to  60  miles. 

Conclusions:  VHF  Assignment 

491.  W’e  believe  the  record  supports 
the  basis  for  the  assignment  of  VHF 
Channel  5  to  Bay  City.  This  assignment 
will  provide  a  first  VHF  channel  to  a 
community  of  53,000  people  situated  in 
a  metropolitan  area  with  a  population  of 
88,000.  As  noted  above,  the  Bay  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  counterproposal  con¬ 
flicts  with  the  counterproposal  of  Music 
Broadcasting  Company  requesting  a  sec¬ 
ond  VHF  channel  for  Grand  Rapids,  and 
the  counterproposal  of  Booth  Radio  and 
Television  Stations,  Inc.,  requesting  a 
fourth  VHF  channel  for  Detroit.  We 
have  pointed  out  in  connection  with  our 
discus-sion  of  the  above  counterproposals 
that  we  believe  the  request  for  a  first 
VHF  channel  for  Bay  City  is  to  be  pre¬ 
ferred  to  a  second  VHF  channel  for 
Grand  Rapids  or  a  fourth  for  Detroit. 
The  69-mile  spacing  between  Bay  City 
and  Lansing  where  adjacent  Channel  6 
is  being  utilized  by  Station  WJIM-TV 
meets  the  requirements  for  adjacent 
channel  .station  separation.  We  believe, 
also,  that  the  spacing  of  189  miles  be¬ 
tween  Bay  City  and  Station  WEWS, 
Cleveland,  operating  on  Channel  5  will 
be  adequate  to  prevent  undue  interfer¬ 
ence  due  to  tropospheric  propagation. 
The  assignment  of  Channel  7  in  Traverse 
City  rather  than  Channel  5  will  meet  all 
required  mileage  spacings.  Accordingly, 
VHF  Channel  5  will  be  a.ssigned  to  Bay 
City. 

Conclusicns:  Educational  Reservation 

492.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  as¬ 
signment  of  VHF  Channel  12  in  Bay  City 
to  be  reserved  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  u.'e  is  not  w’arranted  since  it  can 
be  accomplished  only  by  deleting  Chan¬ 
nel  12  the  only  VHF  assignment  in  Flint, 
a  city  with  a  population  of  163,000  within 
a  metropolitan  area  w’ith  a  population  of 
271,000.  Accordingly,  the  Board  of  Edu¬ 
cation  counterproposal  requesting  the 
reservation  of  VHF  Channel  12  in  Bay 
City  is  denied.  While  we  have  as.signed 
Channel  5  to  Bay  City,  w’e  do  not  believe 
that  this  channel  should  be  reserved  for 
use  by  noncommercial  educational  sta¬ 
tions,  The  Board  of  Education  did  not 


request  the  reseiwation  of  Channel  5  and 
In  accordance  with  our  policy  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  reservation  of  VHF  chan¬ 
nels,  Channel  5  should  not  be  so  reserved 
since  three  VHF  assignments  have  not 
been' made  to  Bay  City.  However,  we 
believe  that  the  record  supports  the  basis 
for  granting  the  Board  of  Education’s 
alternative  request  that  a  UHF  channel 
be  reserved  in  Bay  City  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  Channel  73  will, 
therefore,  be  assigned  to  Bay  City  and 
will  be  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

493.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Bay  City,  Mich . . 

5 

63,  *73 

TRAVERSE  CITY,  MICHIGAN:  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

494.  (a)  Proposed  assignme7its  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
three  channels  to  Traverse  City:  VHF 
Channel  5  and  UHF  Channels  20  and 
26,  with  Channel  26  reserved  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use. 

(b)  The  JCET  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  26  in  Traverse  City  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  and  sub¬ 
mitted  a  statement  of  the  Superintend¬ 
ent  of  Public  Instruction  of  the  State 
of  Michigan  supporting  the  reservation. 
No  oppositions  to  the  proposed  reserva¬ 
tion  were  filed. 


Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

495.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  26  in  Traverse  City 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

496.  As  noted  above  in  connection 
with  the  discussion  of  Bay  City,  Channel 
7  was  substituted  for  Channel  5  in 
Traverse  City.  Accordingly,  the  follow¬ 
ing  assignments  and  reservation  are 
adopted : 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  .\o. 

Trarerse  City  Mich  .  .. 

a),  *26 

SAGINAW, 

MICHIGAN 

497.  ^a)  Proposed  assignments.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  as.signment  of  two  channels  to  Sagi¬ 
naw,  Michigan,  UHF'  Channels  51  and 
57. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  .standard  metro¬ 
politan  area  of  Saginaw  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  154,000  and  the  city  of  Saginaw 
a  population  of  93,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Saginaw 
Broadcasting  Company.  Saginaw 
Broadcasting  Company  requested  that 
Channel  19  be  deleted  from  Midland  and 
assigned  to  Saginaw  and  that  Channel 
51  be  deleted  from  Saginaw  and  substi¬ 
tuted  in  Midland.  Saginaw  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  also  requested  the  addi¬ 
tional  assignment  of  UHF  Channel  28  to 
Saginaw’,  to  be  accomplished  by  deleting 
this  channel  from  Flint,  Michigan,  and 
by  making  the  following  changes  in  the 
assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice : 


City 

Third  Notice 

Propoeod  chanpiK 

VHF  rhaniiel  ' 

Xo. 

UHF  Channel  1 
No. 

VHF  Channt'l 
No. 

UHF  t’hanncl 
No. 

.Safrinaw,  Mich . . . . . . 

51,  57 
19 

16.  *22,  28 

|li),  2SI.  .'■>7 
i.Uj 

16.  •22,1-1 

Midland,  Mich . . . . 

FJirtt,  .Mich . 

12 

12 

(d)  Statement  m  support  of  Saghiaw 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Saginaw  Broadcasting  Company  urged 
that  Saginaw  is  considerably  larger  than 
Midland  and  that  Channel  19  would  pro¬ 
vide  a  better  service  to  the  larger  com¬ 
munity,  while  Channel  51  would  amply 
serve  the  needs  of  Midland.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  Channel  28,  it  was  noted  that 
four  channels  are  proposed  for  Flint, 
Michigan,  including  one  VHF  channel, 
and  it  was,  therefore,  contended  that  a 
fair,  efficient  and  equitable  distribution 
of  facilities  would  require  the  removal  of 
Channel  28  from  Flint  to  Saginaw’.  The 
population  of  Flint  is  163,000. 

(e)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Saginaw  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal.  Conflicting 
counterproposals  and  oppositions  to  the 
Saginaw’  Broadcasting  Company  coun¬ 
terproposal  were  filed  by  Booth  Radio 
and  Televi.rion  Stations,  Inc.,  and  WJR, 
The  Goodwill  Station,  Inc.,  both  of 
Detroit,  Michigan, 


Conclusions 

438.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  record 
supports  the  basis  for  assigning  UHF 
Channel  19  to  Saginaw  by  moving  Chan¬ 
nel  51  from  Saginaw  to  Midland.  The 
Commission  does  not  recognize  differ¬ 
ences  in  UHF  channels  for  assignment 
purposes;  accordingly,  we  see  no  basis 
for  the  deletion  of  Channel  28  from 
Flint,  Michigan  in  order  to  make  possible 
its  assignment  to  Saginaw\  It  should 
be  pointed  out  that  Saginaw  lies  only  12 
miles  from  Bay  City  where  the  Cemmis- 
sion  is  assigning  one  VHF  and  two  UHF 
channels,  with  one  UHF  channel  re¬ 
served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  Under  these  circumstances  we  do 
not  believe  that  a  channel  should  be 
deleted  from  a  city  the  size  of  Flint  in 
order  to  afford  an  additional  channel 
to  Saginaw.  Accordingly,  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Saginaw  Broadcast...^  Com¬ 
pany  is  Denied. 
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Final  Assignments 

499.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  assignments  are  adopted: 

UHF 

city:  Channel  No. 

Saginaw _ 51,  57 

ESCANABA,  CALUMET,  AND  CADILLAC, 
MICHIGAN 

500.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  one  channel,  VHF 
Channel  13,  w-as  assigned  to  Escanaba, 
Michigan,  and  one  channel.  UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  45  to  Cadillac,  Michigan.  No  chan¬ 
nels  were  assigned  in  the  Third  Notice 
to  Calumet.  Michigan. 

(b)  Census  data.  Escanaba  has  a 
population  of  15,000,  Cadillac  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  10,000  and  Calumet  a  population 
of  1,200. 


(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Delta 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Delta  Broadcasting  Company  urged  that 
Channel  3  at  Escanaba  would  better 
serve  the  hilly  terrain  surrounding  that 
community.  It  was  contended  that 
Channel  3  would  provide  wider  coverage 
than  w'ould  Channel  13:  that  the  use  of 
Channel  3  in  Escanaba  as  proposed 
would  make  possible  additional  VHF  as¬ 
signments  in  Cadillac,  Calumet,  and 
Essexville,  Michigan  and  Green  Bay, 
Wisconsin;  and  that,  accordingly,  the 
Delta  Broadcasting  Company  counter¬ 
proposal  would  accomplish  an  appreci¬ 
able  advance  in  fulfilling  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  priorities. 

(e)  Conflicting  counterproposal  to  the 
Delta  Broadcasting  Company  counter^ 
proposal.  The  Delta  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal  conflicts  with  the 
counterproposal  of  Music  Broadcasting 
Company,  Grand  Rapids,  Michigan, 
since  Music  Broadcasting  Company 
would  assign  Channel  5  in  Lansing  while 
Delta  Broadcasting  Company  would  as¬ 
sign  this  channel  in  Essexville  75  miles 
from  Lansing.  However,  the  Musio 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal 
has  been  denied  for  the  reasons  stated 
in  the  discussion  of  Grand  Rapids  above. 

Conclusions 

501.  The  Commission,  for  assignment 
purposes,  does  not  recognize  differences 
in  VHF  channels.  However,  as  was 
pointed  out  by  Delta  Broadcasting  Com* 
pany  a  grant  of  its  counterproposal 
would  make  possible  additional  VHF 
assignments  in  other  communities. 
Channel  13  could  be  assigned  to  both 
Cadillac  and  Calumet,  Michigan.  Delta 
Broadcasting  Company  also  suggested 
that  Channel  5  could  be  assigned  to 
Essexville,  Michigan,  and  Channel  2  to 
Green  Bay,  Wisconsin.  The  Commis¬ 
sion  has  granted  the  counterproposal  of 
Bay  City  Broadcasting  Company  to  as- 


(c)  Counterproposal  of  Delta  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  Delta  Broadcasting 
Company  requested  that  VHF  Channel 
3  be  sutetituted  in  Escanaba  for  VHF 
Channel  13.  In  order  to  accomplish  this 
assignment,  Channel  7  would  be  substi¬ 
tuted  In  Traverse  City  for  Channel  5;  ** 
Channel  10  would  be  substituted  in  Han¬ 
cock,  Michigan,  for  Channel  5;  and 
Channel  5  substituted  in  Marquette, 
Michigan,  for  Channel  3.  In  addition. 
It  was  asserted  that  with  the  above 
proposed  frequency  changes  Channel  13 
could  be  assigned  to  both  Cadillac  and 
Calumet,  Michigan,  that  Channel  5 
could  be  assigned  to  Essexville.  Michi¬ 
gan,  and  Channel  2  assigned  to  Green 
Bay,  Wisconsin,  Following  are  the 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  in 
the  Third  Notice  requested  by  Delta 
Broadcasting  Company: 


sign  Channel  5  to  Bay  City,  Michigan, 
which  is  less  than  3  miles  from  Essex¬ 
ville.  Accordingly,  Channel  5  could  not 
be  assigned  to  Essexville.  With  respect 
to  the  assignment  of  Channel  2  in  Green 
Bay,  the  Commission  is  below  granting 
the  counterproposal  of  the  Green  Bay 
Broadcasting  Company  which  requests 
the  assignment  of  Channel  2  to  Green 
Bay,  and  this  change  is  not  dependent 
on  the  Delta  counterproposal.  In  sum¬ 
mary,  therefore,  the  channel  changes 
suggested  by  Delta  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  would  make  possible  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  a  VHF  channel  in  Cadillac  and 
Calumet.  We  believe,  therefore,  that  the 
substitution  of  Channel  3  in  Escanaba 
for  Channel  13  will  effect  a  more  efficient 
use  of  the  VHF  channels.  All  of  the 
suggested  assignments  except  the  one  to 
Essexville  meet  the  required  minimum 
lyiacings.  As  noted  above,  the  Delta 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal 
conflicts  with  the  counterproposal  of 
Music  Broadcasting  Company,  Grand 
Rapids,  Michigan.  However,  we  have 
above  denied  this  counterproposal  for 
the  reasons  stated  in  the  discussion  of 
Grand  Rapids. 

Final  Assignments 


502.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted : 


City 

VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Bscanaba,  Mich.... . 

3 

Cadillac,  Mich...... . 

13 

45 

Calumet,  Mich........... 

13 

Bimooclc,  Mich . . 

10 

Marquette,  Mich... . 

S 

17 

••The  Commission  has  below  substituted 
Channel  7  In  Traverse  City  for  Channel  5 
In  connection  with  the  counterproposal  of 
Bay  Broadcasting  Company  of  Bay  City, 
Michigan. 


SAULT  STE.  MARIE,  MICHIGAN,  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

503.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  UHF  Channel  34  in 
Sault  Ste,  Marie  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use. 

(b)  The  JCET  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  34  in  Sault  Ste.  Marie 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  and 
submitted  a  statement  of  the  Sault  Ste. 
Marie  Public  Schools  supporting  the  res¬ 
ervation.  No  objections  were  filed  to 
the  proposed  reservation. 

Conclusions 

504.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  34  in  Sault  Ste. 
Marie  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  is  finalized. 

ANN  ARBOR,  MICHIGAN,  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

505.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  UHF  Channel  26  in 
Ann  Arbor  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use. 

(b)  The  Regents  of  the  University  of 
Michigan  at  Ann  Arbor  filed  a  statement 
supporting  the  reservation  of  Channel  26 
in  Ann  Arbor  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  It  was  stated  that  Faculty- 
Administration  Television  Committee 
had  for  some  time  been  studying  the 
advisability  of  the  university’s  owning 
and  operating  a  television  station  and 
had  recommended  to  the  Board  of  Re¬ 
gents  that  an  application  should  be  filed 
W'hen  channels  are  available.  No  oppo¬ 
sitions  to  the  reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

506.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  26  in  Ann  Arbor  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

CHICAGO,  ILLINOIS 

507.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  10 
channels  were  assigned  to  Chicago:  VHP 
Channels  2,  5,  7,  9,  and  11  and  UHF 
Channels  20,  26.  32.  38,  and  44.  with 
Channel  11  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  Chicago  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  has  a  population 
of  5,495,000  and  the  city  of  Chicago  has 
a  population  of  3,621,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  Four  stations 
are  presently  in  operation  in  Chicago  on 
Channels  4,  5,  7  and  9.  Balaban  and 
Katz  Corporation  is  authorized  to  oper¬ 
ate  Station  WBKB  on  Channel  4.  Bala¬ 
ban  and  Katz  has  been  ordered  to  show 
cause  why  the  authorization  of  Station 
WBKB  should  not  be  modified  to  specify 
operation  on  Channel  2  in  lieu  of  Chan¬ 
nel  4.  National  Broadcasting  Company, 
Inc.,  is  licensed  to  operate  Station  WNBQ 
on  Channel  5.  American  Broadcasting 
Company,  Inc.,  is  licensed  to  operate 
Station  WENR-TV  on  Channel  7.  WGN, 
Inc.,  is  liceiLsed  to  operate  Station  WGN- 
TV  on  Channel  9. 

(d)  Answer  to  Show  Cause  Order. 
Balaban  and  Katz  Corporation  advised 
the  Commission  that  it  had  no  objection 
to  the  proposed  modification  of  its  au¬ 
thorization  for  Station  WBKB  to  specify 
operation  on  Channel  2  in  lieu  of  Chan- 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

VHP  Channel 
No, 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

Fscanatia,  Mich...... _ ... _ ...... _ ... 

13 

(3 

Hancock,  Mich . . . ...... _ 

5 

'1? 

q'raverae  City,  Mich . 

S 

20,  *26 

20,  *26 

Marquette,  Mich . 

3 

17 

15 

17 

45 

(13 

45 

Calumet,  Mich...... _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

|l3 

F.ssexvilte,  Mich............... _ _ _ ... _ 

(5 

Oreen  Bay,  Wis _ 

6 

|2).f 
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Qel  4.  The  application  of  Balaban  and 
Katz  for  the  renewal  of  license  of  WBKB 
has  been  designated  for  hearing  (Docket 
No.  10033). 

(e)  Cou7iterproposal  of  Columbia 
Broadcasting  System,  Inc.  Columbia 
j  Broadcasting  System,  Inc.,  requested  the 
I  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  13  to  Chi- 
j  cago.‘  This  w’ould  be  accomplished  by 
the  following  changes:  VHF  Channel  13 
would  be  deleted  from  Rockford,  Illinois 
and  UHF  Channel  51  would  be  substi¬ 
tuted  in  that  community;  UHF  Channel 


i  (f)  Statement  in  support  of  CBS  coun~ 

iterproposal.  In  support  of  its  counter¬ 
proposal  requesting  the  assignment  of 
\’HP  Channel  13  to  Chicago,  CBS  urged 
that  an  additional  VHF  Channel  is 
needed  in  that  city.  The  basic  premise 
upon  which  CBS’s  counterproposal  rests 
is  the  need  for  insuring  the  possibility 
of  a  nation-wide  competitive  commercial 
television  service.  CBS  contended  that 
though  UHF  would  ultimately  be  reason¬ 
ably  competitive,  there  would  be  a  sub¬ 
stantial  period  of  time  during  which 
commercial  broadcasters  in  the  UHF 
could  not  effectively  compete  with  VHF 
broadcasters.  CBS  also  pointed  out  that 
a  network  owming  no  station  in  Chicago 
would  be  at  an  enormous  competitive 
disadvantage.’  The  arguments  urged  by 
CBS  for  the  addition  of  a  VHF  channel 
in  Chicago  were  also  offered  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  its  counterproposal  seeking  the 
addition  of  a  VHF  channel  in  Boston. 
Massachusetts.  We  have  in  connection 
with  our  discussion  of  the  Boston  coun¬ 
terproposal  considered  these  arguments. 

(g)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
positions  to  the  CBS  counterproposal. 
Oppositions  and  conflicting  counterpro¬ 
posals  to  the  CBS  counterproposal  urg¬ 
ing  the  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  13 
for  Chicago  have  been  filed  by  the  fol¬ 
lowing  parties:  William  H.  Block  Com¬ 
pany.  Indianapolis,  Indiana;  Radio  In¬ 
dianapolis,  Inc.,  Indianapolis,  Indiana; 


’CB.S’8  original  counterproposal  consisted 
of  three  alternative  plans  for  Chicago.  CBS 
since  withdrawn  Plans  B  and  C  leaving 
<*ily  Plan  A  for  consideration.  Accordingly, 
Plans  B  and  C  and  all  comments  and  opposi¬ 
tions  relating  thereto  will  not  be  discussed 
In  thi.s  report. 

’CBS  has  contracted  with  Balaban  and 
^tz,  operating  Station  WBKB  in  Chicago, 
to  acquire  control  of  that  station.  Applica¬ 
tion  for  consent  of  assignment  to  CBS  has 
l*en  hied  by  Balaban  and  Katz  and  Colum- 
Itin.  Final  action  on  this  application  has 
itot  yet  been  taken  by  the  Commission.  CBS 
pointed  out  that  all  VHF  assignments  for 
ownmcrclal  assignments  in  the  Chicago  area 
already  In  operation  leaving  no  VHP 
*nnnels  for  which  application  could  be 
®ade  by  a  network  or  other  commercial 
broadcaster. 


64  would  be  substituted  in  Indianapolis, 
Indiana  for  VHF  Channel  13;  UHF 
Channel  23  would  be  substituted  in  Mun- 
cie,  Indiana  for  UHF  Channel  49;  UHF 
Channel  45  would  be  substituted  in  Con- 
nersville,  Indiana  for  UHF  Channel  38, 
and  UHF  Channel  57  would  be  substi¬ 
tuted  for  Channel  44  at  Piqua,  Ohio.  As 
an  alternative,  CBS  requested  that  the 
educational  reservation  in  Chicago  be 
shifted  to  a  UHF  channel.  In  tabular 
form,  the  CBS  counterproposal  requested 
the  following  changes: 


Booth  Radio  and  Television  Stations, 
Inc.,  Detroit,  Michigan;  Crosley  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp. ;  Lake  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Gary,  Indiana ;  Indianapolis 
Broadcasting,  Inc.,  Indianapolis.  Indi¬ 
ana  ;  Milwaukee  Broadcasting  Company, 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin;  and  WIBC,  Inc., 
Indianapolis,  Indiana. 

(h)  Educational  reservation  in  Chi¬ 
cago.  The  Illinois  Institute  of  Technol¬ 
ogy  filed  a  statement  supporting  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  VHF  Channel  11  in  Chicago 
for  noncommercial  educational  use.  It 
was  noted  that  a  “Working  Committee 
for  Developing  the  Use  of  Channel  11 
for  Education  in  Chicago”  had  been 
formed  on  May  9,  1951,  and  included  the 
following  members:  Loyola  University, 
University  of  Illinois  (Chicago  profes¬ 
sional  colleges),  Chicago  public  schools. 
University  of  Illinois  (Navy  Pier 
Branch),  DePaul  University,  Illinois  In¬ 
stitute  of  Technology,  Arts  Institute  of 
Chicago,  Roosevelt  College,  University 
of  Chicago,  Chicago  Historical  Society, 
Museum  of  Science  and  Industry,  and 
Northwestern  University.  The  Illinois 
Institute  of  Technology  submitted  letters 
from  each  of  the  other  members  of  the 
Working  Comntittee  expressing  support 
for  the  reservation.  The  JCET  also  filed 
a  statement  supporting  the  reservation 
and  indicating  the  support  of  Columbia 
College  and  George  Williams  College.  It 
was  stated  that  the  Working  Committee 
is  conducting  studies  of  financing,  pro¬ 
gramming  and  operation  of  an  educa¬ 
tional  television  station  on  a  cooperative 
basis.  Seven  institutions  indicated  they 
could  contribute  to  the  programming  of 
such  a  station.  It  was  contended  that  an 
educational  television  station  on  Chan¬ 
nel  11  in  Chicago  would  serve  at  least  60 
percent  of  the  population  of  Illinois.  It 
was  pointed  out  that  the  Board  of  Edu¬ 
cation  of  the  City  of  Chicago  has  organ¬ 
ized  the  “General  Superintendent’s  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Television”  to  consider  the  ed¬ 
ucational  implications  of  television  and 
the  part  that  the  Chicago  school  system 
would  play  in  the  joint  operation  of 
Channel  11. 

(i)  Opposition  to  the  educational  res¬ 
ervation.  CBS,  as  an  alternative  to  its 


counterproposal  discussed  above,  re¬ 
quested  that  the  educational  reservation 
in  Chicago  be  shifted  to  a  UHF  channel. 
CBS  contended  that  it  would  be  at  a 
competitive  disadvantage  if  it  did  not 
own  a  VHF  station  in  Chicago.  CBS 
argued  that  the  statement  of  the  Illinois 
Institute  of  Technology  did  not  indicate 
any  assurance  that  Channel  11  would 
be  utilized  or  that  a  UHF  channel  would 
not  serve  equally  as  well.  CBS  con¬ 
tended  that  the  educators  offered  no  in¬ 
dication  of  the  source  of  its  funds,  when 
an  educational  station  might  commence 
operation,  or  how  they  were  prepared  to 
translate  program  suggestions  into  ac¬ 
tual  programs.  In  reply  to  CBS,  the 
JCET  argued  that  educators  will  be  de¬ 
pendent  upon  set  circulation  for  their 
effect  and  that  to  shift  the  re.servation 
to  a  UHF  channel  would  greatly  handi¬ 
cap  the  educators  in  obtaining  funds. 
The  JCET  also  urged  that  in  view  of 
CBS’s  financial  resources,  it  was  in  a 
much  better  position  to  shoulder  the 
burden  of  developing  UHF  in  Chicago 
than  would  be  the  educational  interests. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Order 

508.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  and  the 
pendency  of  the  hearing  on  the  renewal 
of  license  of  WBKB  (Docket  No.  10033) 
an  appropriate  temporary  authorization 
will  be  issued  to  the  licensee  of  Station 
WBKB  in  order  to  permit  operation  on 
Channel  2  in  lieu  of  Channel  4. 

Conclusions:  Additional  Commercial 
VHF  Assignment 

509.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  record 
does  not  support  the  assignment  of  VHF 
Channel  13  to  Chicago.  This  assignment 
could  be  achieved  only  by  deleting  VHF 
channels  in  Rockford.  Illinois,  and  In¬ 
dianapolis.  Indiana.  Rockford  is  a  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  with  a  population  of 
152,000  and  has  a  city  population  of 
93,000.  Indianapolis  has  a  metropolitan 
area  population  of  552,000  and  a  city 
population  of  427,000,  We  do  not  believe 
that  the  assignment  of  a  6th  VHF  chan¬ 
nel  to  Chicago  is  warranted  at  the  ex- 
penuse  of  deleting  the  only  VHP  channel 
from  Rockford  and  one  of  three  VHP 
channels  from  Indianapolis.  Moreover, 
the  CBS  counterproposal  would  neces¬ 
sitate  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  VHP 
assignments  and  would,  therefore,  con¬ 
stitute  an  inefficient  use  of  the  spectrum. 
Accordingly,  the  CBS  counterproposal 
requesting  the  assignment  of  VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  13  in  Chicago  is  denied.  The  CBS 
alternative  request  for  the  shifting  of 
the  educational  reservation  in  Chicago 
to  a  UHF  channel  is  made  on  the  same 
basis  as  its  request  in  Boston.  We  have, 
in  connection  with  our  discussion  of  Bos¬ 
ton,  considered  the  CBS  contentions  and 
for  the  reasons  there  stated  rejected 
them.  We  are  of  the  view  in  the  instant 
case  that  the  record  requires  the  finaliza¬ 
tion  of  the  educational  reservation  and 
that  the  educational  reservation  should 
not  be  shifted  to  the  UHF.  In  the  Third 
Notice  we  stated  that  a  VHF  channel 
would  be  reserved  in  all  communities 
with  three  or  more  VHP  channels  where 
all  such  VHP  assignments  were  not  in 
operation.  We  can  see  no  reason  for 


City 

Tiurd  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

VlIF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

1 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
Xo. 

2, 5, 7, 9,  *11 

13 

20,26,32,38, 44 

39,  •4.’) 
3M 

20,26 
49,  .W 

44 

20,26,32,38,44 

i 

2, 5, 7, 9, ’ll. 
.'  1-1 

20,26,32,38,44 

39,  *45.  J51] 
(45 

20,  26.  (’641 
123).  .5.5 
1571 

•20, 26, 32, 38, 
44 

6. 8,  *13 

6,8.  [-1 

2,  fS,  7,9,  *11 

2,5,7,9,111] 
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deviating  from  this  decision  in  Chicago.* 
We  believe  that  the  record  justifies  the 
reservation  of  VHP  Channel  11.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  CBS  request  is  denied  and 
the  reservation  of  Channel  11  in  Chicago 
for  non-commercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 


510.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

CHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

2, 5, 7. 9,  *11 

20. 20, 32, 38, 44 

ROCKFORD,  ILLINOIS,  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 


511.  <a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  45  in  Rock¬ 
ford  for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

(b)  The  city  of  Rockford,  Rockford 
public  schools,  and  Rockford  College  filed 
statements  supporting  the  reservation  of 
Channel  45  in  Rockford  for  noncommer¬ 
cial. educational  use.  Resolutions  of  the 
City  Council,  Board  of  Education,  and 
the  Board  of  Trustees  of  Rockford  Col¬ 
lege  were  submitted  supporting  the  reser¬ 
vation.  No  oppositions  to  the  reserva¬ 
tion  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

512.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  45  in  Rockford  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

SPRINGFIELD,  ILLINOIS,  EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATION 

513.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  reservation  of  UHF  Channel  26 
in  Springfield  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use. 

(b)  The  Board  of  Education  of  School 
District  No.  186,  Springfield,  Illinois,  filed 
a  statement  supporting  the  reservation 
of  Channel  26  in  Springfield.  The  Board 
of  Education  stated  that  it  is  surveying 
the  matter  of  costs  of  construction  and 
operation  of  an  educational  television 
station  and  the  possibilities  of  joint  op¬ 
eration  of  a  station  by  educational  inter¬ 
ests  in  the  area.  It  was  contended  that 
the  reservation  is  required  in  order  to 
permit  the  board  to  complete  the  sur¬ 
vey.  No  oppositions  to  the  reservation 
were  filed. 

Conclusions 

514.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  26  in  Springfield, 
Illinois,  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  is  finalized. 

DE  KALB,  ILLINOIS 

515.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  no  channels  were 
assigned  to  De  Kalb,  Illinois. 

(b)  Census  data.  De  Kalb  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  12,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Northern  IllU 
nois  State  Teachers  College.  The 
Northern  Illinois  State  Teachers  College 
requested  the  assignment  of  UHF  Chan- 


*  See  also  our  decision  with  respect  to  the 
Boston  educational  reservation. 


nel  67  in  De  Kalb  to  be  reserved  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  No  other 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commission  in  the  Third  Notice  were 
requested.  No  oppositions  or  conflicting 
counterproposals  were  filed. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Illinois 
State  Teachers  College  counterproposal. 
Illinois  State  Teachers  College  repre¬ 
sented  that  it  is  very  interested  in  con¬ 
structing  and  operating  a  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  television  station.  It 
stated  that  the  College  is  presently  con¬ 
structing  a  new  library  containing  a 
theatre-television  studio.  The  College 
listed  various  types  of  educational  pro¬ 
grams  it  proposed  to  utilize  including 
cooperative,  general  adult  education,  ex¬ 
tension,  laboratory,  sports,  entertain¬ 
ment,  and  special  events  programs.  The 
college  stated  that  its  next  budget  to  be 
presented  to  the  State  Teachers  College 
Board  and  the  State  Legislature  would 
include  funds  for  the  construction  of  an 
educational  television  station  at  De  Kalb. 

Conclusions 

516.  We  believe  the  record  supports 
the  assignment  of  UHF  Channel  67  to 


(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Southern 
Illinois  University  counterproposal. 
Southern  Illinois  University  urged  that 
the  assignment  of  Channel  10  in  Carbon- 
dale  would  serve  the  southernmost  third 
of  Illinois,  one  of  the  most  underde¬ 
veloped  areas  in  the  United  States  with 
high  unemployment  and  a  low  living 
standard.  The  University  stated  that 
the  development  of  new  trades  and  skills 
and  the  raising  of  the  educational  and 
cultural  level  in  Southern  Illinois  is  of 
major  concern  to  the  University  and 
urged  that  educational  television  could 
be  instrumental  in  assisting  development 
in  this  area.  It  was  contended  that  a 
VHF  channel  is  necessary  to  serve  the 
large  but  dispersed  population  in  the 
area.  The  University  submitted  a  pro¬ 
posed  weekly  programming  schedule 
which  was  designed  to  aid  in  the  educa¬ 
tion  and  rehabilitation  of  the  area.  The 
University  stated  that  it  was  fully  cog¬ 
nizant  of  the  costs  of  the  proposed  op¬ 
eration  and  stated  that  construction  and 
operating  costs  would  come  from  Uni¬ 
versity  budget  funds  appropriated  each 
biennium  by  the  State  Legislature.  It 
was  stated  that  the  University  adminis¬ 
tration  is  authorized  to  distribute  these 
funds  in  a  manner  deemed  by  the  Uni¬ 
versity  to  be  most  advantageous,  and 
that  since  the  University  considers  tele¬ 
vision  to  be  of  major  importance  in 
education,  it  would  be  in  a  position  to 
allocate  funds  for  the  proposed  television 
operation. 

(e)  The  Southern  Illinois  University 
counterproposal  would  substitute  Chan- 

( 


De  Kalb  and  the  reservation  of  that 
channel  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  Accordingly,  Channel  67  is  as¬ 
signed  to  De  Kalb  and  reserved  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use. 

Final  Assignment  and  Reservation 

517.  The  following  assignment  is 
adopted : 

VHF 

city:  Channel  No. 

De  Kalb.  Ill .  *67 

CARBONDALE,  ILLINOIS 

518.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  one  channel,  UHF 
Channel  34,  w’as  assigned  to  Carbondale, 
Illinois. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Carbondale  is  11,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Southern  Illi¬ 
nois  University.  Southern  Illinois  Uni¬ 
versity  requested  the  assignment  of  VHF 
Channel  10  to  Carbondale  to  be  reserved 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  by 
making  the  following  changes  in  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice: 


nel  10  for  Channel  11  in  Louisville,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  Channel  11  for  Channel  4  in 
Bloomington,  Indiana,  and  Channel  4  for 
Channel  6  in  Indianapolis,  Indiana.  Sta¬ 
tion  WHAS-TV  is  presently  operating  in 
Louisville  on  Channel  9  but  has  been 
ordered  to  show  cause  in  this  proceeding 
W’hy  its  authorization  should  not  be  modi¬ 
fied  to  specify  operation  on  Channel  11. 
The  Southern  Illinois  University  counter¬ 
proposal  would  necessitate  shifting  Sta¬ 
tion  WHAS-TV  to  Channel  10  rather 
than  Channel  11.  Station  WTTV  is 
presently  operating  in  Bloomington. 
Indiana,  on  Channel  10  but  has  been 
ordered  to  show  cause  in  this  proceeding 
why  its  authorization  should  not  be 
modified  to  specify  operation  on  Channel 
4.  The  Southern  Illinois  University 
counterproposal  would  necessitate  shift¬ 
ing  Station  WTTV  to  Channel  11  rather 
than  Channel  4.  Station  WFBM-TV  is 
presently  operating  in  Indianapolis, 
Indiana,  on  Channel  6.  The  Southern 
Illinois  University  counterproposal  would 
require  shifting  Station  wraM-TV  to 
Channel  4.  The  Southern  Illinois  Uni¬ 
versity  counterproposal  would  assign 
Channel  4  at  Indianapolis.  This  chan¬ 
nel  will  also  be  utilized  in  Columbus. 
Ohio,  where  Station  WLWC,  licensed  to 
Crosley  Broadcasting  Corporation,  will 
operate.  The  distance  between  the 
transmitter  sites  of  WLWC  in  Columbus 
and  WFBM-TV  in  Indianapolis  would  be 
166.2  miles.  Under  the  Third  Notice  the 
distance  between  WFBM-TV  on  Channel 
6  in  Indianapolis  and  Station  WTVN  in 
Columbus  also  on  Channel  6,  is  167.8 


Third  Notice 

Proposed  chances 

City 

VHF  Channel 
No, 

UUF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No, 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

34 

•IlO 

34 

Bloominytoh,  Ind _ _ _ _ _ 

4 

•30. 30 

11 

•30.36 

Indianapolis,  Ind . 

6, 8,  *13 

20.26 

141.  8.  *13 

20.26 

Terre  Haute,  Ind _ _ _ _ 

10 

•57,63 

|fi 

•57.63 

I^ouisville,  Ky _ 

3,11 

•15,  21 

3,(10 

•15,21 

Pa<lucah,  Ky _ _ _ _ 

6 

43 

(12 

43 

Cape  Girardeau,  Mo... . 

12 

18 

(0 

18 
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miles.  The  Southern  Illinois  University 
counterproposal  would  assign  Channel 
10  at  Louisville  188  miles  from  the  co¬ 
channel  assignment  at  Knoxville,  Ten¬ 
nessee.  Both  Louisville  and  Knoxvillo 
are  situated  in  Zone  11 ;  and,  therefore, 
this  separation  would  be  below  the  190- 
mile  minimum  co-channel  assignment 
separation  in  this  zone. 

(f)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Southern  Illinois  Uni¬ 
versity  counterproposal.  WHAS,  Inc., 
Louisville,  Kentucky;  WFBM,  Inc.,  Indi¬ 
anapolis,  Indiana;  and  Crosley  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation,  Columbus,  Ohio,  all 
filed  oppositions  to  the  Southern  Illinois 
University  counterproposal.  Conflicting 
counterproposals  and  oppositions  have 
been  filed  by  WIBC,  Inc.,  Indianapolis, 
Indiana;  Lake  Broadcasting  Company, 
Gary,  Indiana;  L.  B.  Wilson  Company, 
Cincinnati,  Ohio;  and  Logansport 
Broadcasting  Company,  Logansport, 
Indiana,  and  Owensboro  On  The  Air, 
Inc.,  Owensboro,  Kentucky.  All  of  the 
above  conflicting  counterproposals  have 
been  denied  for  other  reasons. 

Conclusions 

519.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the 
Southern  Illinois  University  counterpro¬ 
posal  insofar  as  it  requests  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  Channel  10  at  Carbondale 
must  be  denied.  This  assignment  would 
necessitate  deviating  from  the  required 
minimum  assignment  spacings.  The 
University  in  order  to  assign  Channel  10 
to  Carbondale  proposes  that  Channel  10 
be  assigned  at  Louisville.  Station 
WHAS-TV  operating  on  Channel  10  at 
Louisville  would  be  only  188  miles  from 
the  co-channel  assignment  at  Knoxville. 
Since  both  these  cities  are  situated  with¬ 
in  Zone  II.  this  spacing  would  not  meet 
the  190  mile  minimum  assignment  sepa¬ 
ration.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
counterproposal  of  Southern  Illinois 
University  in.sofar  as  it  requests  the  as¬ 
signment  of  VHP  Channel  10  in  Carbon¬ 
dale  is  denied.  We  believe,  however, 
that  the  record  supports  the  basis  for 
assigning  a  channel  to  Carbondale  to  be 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  Accordingly,  Channel  61  will  be  as¬ 
signed  to  Carbondale  for  this  purpose. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

520.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted; 

UHF 

city:  Channel  No. 

Carbondale,  Ill _ 34,  *61 

bavenport,  iowa;  rock  island-molink, 

ILLINOIS 

521.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservation; 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Cban- 

nel  Ko. 

ncl  No. 

I>8vmi)ort,  Iowa,  Rock 

Island-Moline,  111 . 

4.0 

•30,36, 42 

<b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Davenport-Rock 
Island-Moline  has  a  population  of 
234,000.  The  population  of  Davenport 


Is  75,000.  The  population  of  Rock 
Island  Is  49,000.  The  population  of 
Moline  is  37.000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  Central  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  is  licensed  for  the 
operation  of  WOC-TV,  Davenport,  Iowa, 
on  Channel  5.  The  licensee  was  ordered 
to  show  cause  why  the  license  of  WOC- 
TV  should  not  be  modified  to  specify 
Channel  6  in  lieu  of  Channel  5.  Rock 


Island  Broadcasting  Company  is  licensed 
for  operation  of  WHBF-TV,  Rock  Island, 
on  Channel  4. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Quad-City 
Broadcasting  Corp.  Quad-City  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp.  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  Channel  10  to  Davenport- 
Rock  Island-Moline-East  Moline  *  by 
making  the  follow’ing  changes  in  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice. 


City 

Third  Notice 

Counterpropo.-^iil 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

j  UHF  Channel 
j  No. 

Centralis,  HI _ _ _ 

2 

32 

1 

[7] 

32 

Quincy,  Ill . . - . 

10 

21 

5 

21 

Rockford,  111 _ 

13 

39,  N.-) 

3 

39,  *45 

Springfield,  Ill _ _ _ 

3 

20.  *26 

113 

20.  *26 

Evansville,  Ind . . . . 

7 

60.  *56,  62 

[5 

50,  •.K’,.  62 

Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa _ 

9 

20,  *26 

2 

20,  *26 

4,6 

•30^36,  42 

4  6  [Klj 

Iowa  C^ity,  Iowa _ 

•2 

■  ■  24 

•112 

1 

24 

Mason  City,  Iowa _ _ 

12 

35 

3 

35 

Waterloo,  Iowa _ _ 

7 

16,  *22 

9 

16,  *22 

Lawrence,  Kans _ 

•11 

17 

•1 

2 

17 

Pittsburg,  Kans - - - - 

7 

38 

12 

38 

Grand  Rapids,  Mich _ _ 

8 

•17,  Zi 

10 

1 

•17,  23 

Iron  Mountain,  Mich _ 

9 

27 

1 

17 

1 

27 

Austin,  Minn _ _ _ 

6 

51 

[10 

1 

51 

Duluth-SuiH-rior,  Wis _ 

8, 6,  *8 

82,38  1 

13 

1 

32. 38 

Rochester,  Minn _ _ 

10 

55 

1^', 

55 

Hannibal,  Mo _ _ _ _ _ 

7 

27 

[3 

i 

27 

Jefferson  City,  Mo _ _ 

13 

SS 

j6 

.^3 

Joplin,  Mo _ 

12 

30 

30 

Kansas  City,  Mo _ 

4,  5,  *9 

19,25 

4,5,*[1 

11 

19,25 

Kirksville,  Mo _ 

12 

18 

18 

8t.  Joseph,  Mo . . . — 

2 

30,  *36 

I9 

30,  *36 

Bt.  Louis,  Mo . . . . . 

4,8,  *9, 11 

80,36,42 

[2],  4,  •O.  11 

30,36.42 

Sedalia,  Mo _ 

6 

28 

110] 

28 

Bprlngfleld,  Mo _ _ _ — 

3, 10 

•26, 32 

3,1 

9 

•26, 32 

Eau  Claire,  Wis _ _ _ _ _ 

13 

•19, 25 

1 

8' 

•19,25 

La  Crosse,  Wis.... - - - 

8 

•32, 38 

1 

i 

•3Z  38 

M.vllson,  W’is _ _ _ _ _ 

3 

•21,27,33 

[13 

•21,  27,  .33 

Milwaukee^  W’is _ 

4,  •10. 12 

19,25,31 

4,  *[8],  11 

} 

19,25,31 

Wausau,  \\  is _ _ _ _ _ 

7 

16 

[10] 

16 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  Quad  City 
counterproposal.  Quad  City  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Corporation  urged  that  there  are 
approximately  54,000  VHP  receivers  in 
the  area;  and  that  a  long  period  would 
elapse  before  the  existing  receivers 
could  be  converted  or  new  receivers  ob¬ 
tained  capable  of  receiving  ultra  high 
frequencies;  that  the  Commission’s  as¬ 
signments  in  the  Third  Notice  would 
limit  the  area  to  the  programs  of  two 
networks  thus  preserving  the  existing 
monopolistic  situation;  and  that  the 
two  VHP  frequencies  proposed  for  Dav¬ 
enport-Rock  Island-Moline  are  already 
in  operation  by  existing  stations  and 
that  there  is  demand  for  additional  fre¬ 
quencies. 

(f)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Quad  City  Broadcasting 
Corp.  counterproposal.  Oppositions  and 
conflicting  counterproposals  to  the 
counterproposal  of  Quad  City  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  were  filed  by  the 
following  parties:  Evansville  Television, 
Inc.,  Evansville,  Indiana;  KPEQ,  Inc., 
St.  Joseph,  Missouri;  'The  Journal  Com¬ 
pany  (WTMJ-'TV),  Milwaukee,  Wiscon¬ 
sin;  Badger  Broadcasting  Company, 
Madison,  Wisconsin;  Cedar  Valley 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  Austin, 
Minnesota;  Milwaukee  Broadcasting 
Company  and  Hearst  Radio,  Inc.,  Mil¬ 
waukee,  Wisconsin;  the  Gazette  Com¬ 
pany,  Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa;  Davenport 
Broadcasting  Company,  Davenport, 
Iowa;  The  Black  Hawk  Broadcasting 
Company,  Waterloo,  Iowa;  the  North¬ 
west  Broadcasting  Company,  Port 
Dodge.  Iowa ;  Midland  Broadcasting 
Company,  Kansas  City,  Missouri;  Uni¬ 


versity  of  Illinois,  Urbana,  Illinois; 
Michigan  State  College,  East  Lansing, 
Michigan;  The  Trebit  Corporation. 
Flint,  Michigan;  WJR,  The  Goodwill 
Station,  Inc.,  Detroit,  Michigan;  Milton 
J.  Hinlein,  Sedalia,  Missouri;  Pulitzer 
Publishing  Company  (KSD-'TV),  St. 
Louis,  Missouri;  KNUJ,  Inc.,  New  Ulm, 
Minnesota;  Champaign  News  Gazette, 
Inc.,  Champaign,  Illinois;  Peoria  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  and  West  Central 
Broadcasting  Company,  Peoria,  Illinois. 

(g)  The  counterproposal  of  Quad  City 
Broadcasting  Company  would  result  in 
the  following  co-channel  separations  be¬ 
low  190  miles  in  Zone  II: 

Miles 


Channel  9:  Waterloo,  lowa-Mlnneapo- 

11s,  Minn _  180 

Channel  12:  Pittsburg,  Kans. -Hutch¬ 
inson.  Kans _  181 

Channel  10:  Austin,  Mlnn.-Wausau, 

Wls_ . . . 187 

Channel  6:  Rochester,  Minn. -Superior, 

Wls _ 187 

Channel  11:  Kansas  City,  Mo.-Des 

Moines,  Iowa _  180 

Channel  7:  La  Crosse,  Wis.-St.  Cloud, 

Minn .  189 


(h)  Answer  of  Central  Broadcasting 
Co.,  to  Show  Cause  Order.  Central 
Broadcasting  Company,  licensee  of 
WOC-TV,  stated  that  it  did  not  object 


*  Davenport  Broadcasting  Corp.,  Inc., 
Davenport,  requested  the  assignment  of 
Channel  2  to  Atallssa.  Iowa,  at  a  distance  of 
60  miles  from  Davenport.  This  assignment 
would  be  accomplished  by  the  deletion  of 
Channel  *11  from  Des  Moines.  This  request 
has  been  considered  In  connection  with  the 
Des  Moines  educational  reservation. 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


to  the  proposal  to  change  its  assignment 
to  Channel  6. 

(i)  The  Davenport-Rock  Island-Mo- 
line  educational  reservation.  The  Inde¬ 
pendent  School  District,  Davenport, 
Iowa,  supported  the  reservation  of  UHP 
Channel  30  at  Davenport-Rock  Island- 
Moline,  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  The  Independent  School  District 
stated  that  at  a  meeting  of  representa¬ 
tives  of  colleges  and  secondary  schools  of 
the  area  the  unanimous  opinion  was 
voiced  that  an  educational  television 
channel  should  be  assigned  to  the  Daven¬ 
port-Rock  Island-Moline  area.  The 
JCET  also  supported  the  reservation  of 
UHP  Channel  30  in  the  Davenport-Rock 
Island-Moline  area.  No  objection  was 
filed  to  the  proposed  reservation. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Order 

522.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  an  ap¬ 
propriate  authorization  will  be  issued  to 
Central  Broadcasting  Company  to  spe¬ 
cify  operation  of  WCXJ-TV  on  Channel  6. 

Conclusion:  Educational  Reservation 

523.  In  view’  of  the  foregoing  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  Channel  30  in  Davenport-Rock 
Island-Moline  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Request  for  Additional 
Commercial  VHP  Assignment 

524.  It  is  our  view  that  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Quad  City  Broadcasting 
Corp.  seeking  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  10  to  Davenport-Rock  Island-Moline 
must  be  denied.  As  indicated  above  the 
changes  in  the  proposed  Table  of  As¬ 
signments  requested  by  Quad  City 
Broadcasting  Corp.  would  result  In  six 
separations  below  the  minimum  pro¬ 
vided  herein  for  co-channel  assignments 
in  Zone  n.  Accordingly,  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Quad  City  Broadcasting 
Corp.  is  denied. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


525.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted : 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UIIF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Daven|K>rt,  Iowa,  Rock 

Island-Moline,  Ill . 

4,  A 

no,  .1«.  42 

CHAMPAIGN,  URBANA,  PEORIA,  ILLINOIS;  NEW 
ULM,  MANKATO.  MINNESOTA;  WATERLOO, 
CEDAR  RAPIDS,  IOWA 


526.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City  j 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Champaiyn,  III . 

21 
r,33 
*37, 43 
43 

I’rbana.  Ill . . 

*12 

l’t*oria.  Ill . . 

8 

Now  rim,  Minn . 

Mankato,  Minn.. . . 

19 

1  16,  *22 
20,  *26 

Waterloo,  Iowa _ ...... 

7  1 

Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa 

0 

(b)  Counterproposals.  Various  parties 
In  this  proceeding  filed  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  seeking  the  assignment  of  a 


VHP  channel  to  Champaign,  Peoria,  New 
Ulm,  Mankato,  Waterloo,  and  Cedar 
Rapids. 

'  Champaign 

527.  (a)  Census  data.  The  population 
of  the  City  of  Champaign  is  40,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Champaign 
News-Gazette.  Champaign  News-Ga¬ 
zette  requested  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  3  to  Champaign  by  substituting  a 
UHP  channel  in  Centralia,  Illinois,  for 
VHP  Channel  2  and  making  the  follow¬ 
ing  changes  in  the  assignments  proposed 
by  the  Commission  in  the  Third  Notice: 


City 

Third  Notice 

Projw.sed 

changes 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Centralia,  Ill _ ... 

2 

32 

(- 

32,1591 

Champaign,  ill . 

21 

[3 

21 

Sprinpfleld,  III . 

3 

20.  *26 

20,  *26 

Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa.. 

» 

20,  *'26 

121,9 

20,  *26 

Iowa  City,  Iowa . 

*2 

24 

1*12 

24 

Mason  City,  Iowa... 

12 

35 

[3 

35 

Kirksville,  Mo _ 

12 

18 

[3 

18 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Cham¬ 
paign  News-Gazette  counterproposal. 
Champaign  News-Gazette  contended 
that  the  cities  of  Champaign  and  Ur- 
bana,  Illinois,  are  in  reality  "twin  cities” 
separated  only  by  a  boundary  street  (the 
population  of  Urbana  is  23,000).  It  was 
urged  that  since  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  three  channels 
in  the  Third  Notice  for  Urbana,  VHP 
Channel  12  and  UHP  Channels  27  and 
33,  with  Channel  12  reserved  for  educa¬ 
tional  purposes,  the  Champaign  counter¬ 
proposal  would  assign  a  first  VHP  for 
commercial  purposes  to  the  Champaign- 
Urbana  area. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Champaign  News-Ga¬ 
zette  counterproposal.  Oppositions  and 
conflicting  counterproposals  to  the 
counterproposal  of  Champaign  News- 
Gazette  were  filed  by  the  following 
parties:  Quad  City  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration.  Moline,  Illinois;  WIBC,  Inc., 
Indianapolis,  Indiana;  Davenport 
Broadcasting  Company,  Davenport, 
Iowa;  Black  Hawk  Broadcasting  Com-, 
pany,  Waterloo.  Iowa;  West  Central 
Broadcasting  Company,  Peoria,  Illinois; 
Northwest  Broadcasting  Company,  Port 
Dodge.  Iowa,*  and  Peoria  Broadcasting 
Company,  Peoria,  Illinois.  In  addition 
oppositions  to  the  Champaign  News- 
Gazette  counterproposal  have  been  filed 
by  WCNT,  Inc.,  Centralia.  Illinois;  the 
Balaban  and  Katz  Corporation.  Chicago, 
Illinois;  and  Sangamon  Valley  Television 
Corporation,  Springfield.  Illinois. 

fe)  WCNT  opposed  the  Champaign 
counterproposal  to  delete  VHP  Channel 
2  from  Centralia  and  to  replace  it  with 
UHP  Channel  59.  WCNT  argued  that 
the  Champaign  counterproposal  would 
remove  the  only  VHP  channel  from  the 


*  Elsewhere  In  this  report,  we  have  denied 
the  counterproposals  of  Davenport  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation.  Northwest  Broadcasting 
Company,  West  Central  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration  and  WIBC,  Inc.,  for  the  reasons 
therein  stated. 


southern  part  of  Illinois  whereas  oper-  B 
ation  of  Channel  3  at  Champaign,  it  ■ 
was  argued,  would  merely  duplicate  that  I 
of  Channel  12  proposed  by  the  Commis-  I 
Sion  at  Urbana.  The  population  of 
Centralia  is  14,000. 

(f)  Balaban  and  Katz  Corporation  of 
Chicago  and  Sangamon  Valley  Televi¬ 
sion  Corporation  of  Springfield.  Illinois, 
opposed  the  Champaign  counterpro¬ 
posal  since  it  would  mean  a  separation 
between  Springfield  and  Chicago  on 
Channel  2  of  178  miles.  The  Commission 
has  revised  its  rules  and  standards  in 
this  Report  to  require  a  minimum  co¬ 
channel  mileage  spacing  of  170  miles  in 
Zone  1. 

Urbana 

528.  (a)  The  Urbana  educational  res¬ 
ervation.  Urbana  is  one  of  the  commu¬ 
nities  designated  in  the  record  as  a 
"primarily  educational  center.”  The 
University  of  Illinois,  Urbana,  supported 
the  reservation  of  VHF  Channel  12  in 
Urbana  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  and  reaffirmed  its  intention  of  con¬ 
structing  and  operating  a  television 
station.  The  university  stated  that  the 
General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  in  May  1951,  as  part  of  the  bien¬ 
nial  budget  of  the  University  of  Illinois 
authorized  funds  specifically  for  the  | 
operation  of  a  television  program-pro-  | 
ducing  unit;  that  the  university’s  fiscal  I 
budget  for  1952-53  was  in  excess  of  $47,-  \ 

000,000;  and  that  the  University’s  Board  < 
of  Trustees  had  accepted  a  gift  of  a 
television  transmitter  from  the  General 
Electric  Company  for  use  by  the  univer¬ 
sity  at  such  time  and  place  as  may  be 
approved  by  the  Commission;  that  it  has 
successfully  engaged  in  radio  broadcast¬ 
ing  for  about  thirty  years;  and  that  it 
has  owned  and  operated  Station  WILL 
since  1922  and  Station  WIUC  (FM) 
since  1941.  The  university  also  stated 
that  it  has  originated  hundreds  of  radio 
programs  for  commercial  stations  and 
networks  and  that  it  had  cooperated 
with  commercial  stations  in  originating 
television  programs  both  from  the 
Urbana-Champaign  campus  and  in 
Chicago. 

(b)  Oppositions  and  Conflicting  Coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Urbana  Reservation. 
Sworn  statements  were  filed  opposing 
the  reservation  of  Channel  12  in  Urbana. 
Illinois,  for  non-commercial  educational 
use  by  Columbia  Broadcasting  System: 

L.  B.  Wilson.  Inc.  (WCKY),  Cincinnati, 
Ohio;  and  the  Peoria  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  (WMBD),  Peoria,  Illinois.  In  a 
subsequent  sworn  statement  CBS  with¬ 
drew  certain  of  its  proposals  which  elim¬ 
inated  the  conflict  between  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Illinois  and  CBS.  The 
proposals  of  L.  B.  Wilson  and  Peoria 
Broadcasting  Company  have  been  con¬ 
sidered  and  denied  in  another  portion 
of  this  Report. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  West  Central 
Broadcasting  Company.  West  Central 
Broadcasting  Company  opposed  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  VHF  Channel  12  in  Urbana 
and  requested  the  assignment  of  that 
channel  to  Peoria  by  making  the  follow¬ 
ing  changes  in  the  assignments  proposed 
by  the  Commission  in  the  Third  Notice: 
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City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed 

changes 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

peorb.  Ill - 

rrtxwiH,  111 . . 

S 

•12 

•37,43 

27,33 

8. 

12 

12 

•37,43 

•27,33 

lurksville, 

12 

18 

18 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  West  Cen~ 
tral  Broadcasting  Company  counterpro¬ 
posal.  West  Central  stated  that  there 
are  four  times  as  many  people  in  the 
Peoria  metropolitan  area  than  there  are 
in  Champaign  and  Urbana;  that  there 
are  four  full  time  and  two  daytime 
standard  broadcast  stations  in  the 
Peoria  metropolitan  area  and  only  one 
full  time  and  two  daytime  standard 
broadcast  stations  in  the  Peoria  metro¬ 
politan  area  and  only  one  full  time  and 
two  daytime  AM  stations  in  Champaign 
and  Urbana.  West  Central  also  stated 
that  the  proposal  affords  Brookfield, 
Missouri,  its  first  television  assignment. 
The  population  of  Brookfield  is  6,000. 
The  population  of  Kirksville  is  11,000. 

Peoria 

529.  (a)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Peoria  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  251,000.  The  city  of  Peoria  has 
a  population  of  112,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Peoria  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.*  Peoria  Broadcasting 
Company  requested  the  assignment  of 
Channel  12  to  Peoria  by  making  the  fol¬ 
lowing  changes  in  the  assignments  in 
the  Third  Notice: 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed 
chan  ires 

VHF 
Cluon- 
nel  No. 

UIIF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

riiF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Centralia,  111 . 

2 

32 

f- 

32 

Pmria,  111 . 

8 

♦37,43 

8.  12 

♦37.43 

Swiuciit  ld,  Ill . 

3 

30,*2»> 

(2 

20.  *26 

Irbana,  111 . 

♦12 

27,33 

*13 

27,33 

Cedar  iiapi<I<i,  Iowa.. 

9 

20,  *26 

[2 

20,  *30 

Iowa  Citj\  Iowa _ 

•2 

24 

*la 

24 

Kirksville,  Mo . 

12 

18 

I- 

18,  [63| 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Peoria 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Peoria  Broadcasting  Company  urged 
that  a  city  the  size  of  Peoria  required 
an  additional  VHP  assignment;  that 
neither  Kirksville,  Missouri,  nor  Cen- 
tralia,  Illinois,  could  support  a  television 
station  and  accordingly  the  deletion  of 
the  proposed  VHP’  assignment  from 
those  communities  would  not  result  in 
any  actual  loss;  and  that  neither  Cen- 
tralia  nor  Kirksville  required  the  addi¬ 
tional  coverage  that  could  be  obtained 
from  a  VHP  channel  and  that  UHF  was 
adequate  for  these  communities. 

(d)  Oppositiojis  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Peoria  Broadcasting 


*The  counterproposal  of  West  Central 
Broadcasting  Co.,  seeking  the  assignment  of 
a  VHF  Channel  to  Peoria  by  the  deletion  of 
VHF  Channel  12  In  Urbana  proposed  to  be 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational  use 
has  been  considered  above  In  connection 
with  the  discussion  of  the  Urbana  educa¬ 
tional  reservation. 
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Company  counterproposal.  Oppositions 
and  conflicting  counterproposals  to  the 
counterproposal  of  Peoria  Broadcasting 
Company  were  filed  by  the  following 
parties:  WCNT,  Inc..  Centralia,  Illinois; 
Sangamon  Valley  Television  Corpora¬ 
tion.  Springfield,  Illinois;  Balaban  and 
Katz  Corp.,  Chicago,  Illinois;  Daven¬ 
port  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  Dav¬ 
enport,  Iowa;  Champaign  News-Gazette, 
Champaign,  Illinois;  The  Gazette  Com¬ 
pany,  Cedar  Rapids.  Iowa;  and  Quad  City 
Broadcasting  Corp.,  Moline,  Illinois. 

(e)  The  Peoria  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  Illinois  State  Normal  University, 
Normal,  Illinois,  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  UHF  Channel  37  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  at  Peoria.  No  ob¬ 
jections  were  raised  to  the  reservation. 
The  University  stated  that  it  was  inter¬ 
ested  in  cooperating  w'ith  other  universi¬ 
ties  and  school  systems  of  the  region  in 
a  television  broadcasting  program  for  the 
benefit  of  schools  in  the  region;  that  it 
was  “financially  able  to  sponsor  and  par¬ 
ticipate  in  educational  television”;  that 
it  has  broadcast  educational  programs 
over  commercial  radio  Station  WJBC  for 
many  years,  and  that  it  plans  to  install 
a  closed -circuit  television  system  for 
demonstration  teaching  purposes,  educa¬ 
tional  film  distribution,  and  for  training 
teachers  in  the  effective  use  of  the 
medium. 

New  Ulm 

530.  (a)  Census  data.  The  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  City  of  New  Ulm  is  9,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  KNUJ,  Inc. 
KNUJ,  Inc.,  requested  the  assignment  of 
Channel  3  to  New  Ulm  by  making  the  fol¬ 
lowing  changes  in  the  as.signments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Commission  in  the  Third 
Notice: 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed 

chanftos 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

1 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

New  Ulm,  Minn . 

4:1 

I-lI 

43 

Pierre,  .s.  Dak . 

6, 10 

♦22 

c.  [11] 

•22 

Watertown,  S.  Dak.. 

3 

3.'> 

(10) 

36 

(c)  Statement  In  support  of  KNUJ. 
Inc.,  counterproposal.  KNUJ,  Inc.  inged 
that  the  assignments  requested  by  it 
would  serve  the  Commission’s  priorities 
of  assignment  and  would  also  comply 
with  the  minimum  mileage  separations. 
The  counterproposal  of  KNUJ,  Inc. 
would  result  in  a  co-channel  separation 
of  189  miles  in  Zone  II  on  Channel  11 
between  Pierre  and  Sioux  Falls.  South 
Dakota. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  Conflicting 
Counterproposals  to  KNUJ,  Inc.,  coun¬ 
terproposal.  Oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  to  the  counterproposal 
of  KNUJ,  Inc.,  were  filed  by  the  Gazette 
Company,  Cedar  Rapids,  the  Southern 
Minnesota  Supply  Company,  Mankato, 
Minnesota,  and  the  Black  Hawk  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Waterloo,  Iowa. 

Mankato 

531.  (a)  Census  data.  The  city  of 
Mankato  has  a  population  of  19,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Southern  Min¬ 
nesota  Supply  Company.  Southern  Min¬ 


nesota  Supply  Company  requested  the 
assignment  of  Channel  12  to  Mankato 
by  making  the  following  changes  in  the 
assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice; 


City 

Third  Notice  | 

Proirosed 

chances 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

1 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

1  UHF 

1  Chan- 
1  nel  No. 

Ma.son  City,  Iowa... 
Brainerd,  Mfnn . 

12 

12 

10 

•2,  10 

1 

35 

• 

35 

Hibbinp,  Minn _ 

Mankato,  Mhin . 

Grand  Forks,  N. 
Dak . 

15 

IS 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Southern 
Minnesota  Supply  Company  counter¬ 
proposal.  Southern  Minnesota  Supply 
Company  urged  that  the  assignments 
requested  by  it  would  serve  the  Commis¬ 
sion's  priorities  and  would  also  comply 
with  the  minimum  mileage  separations. 
The  counterproposal  would  result  in  a 
co-channel  separation  of  182  miles  in 
Zone  n  on  Channel  10  between  Brainerd 
and  Rochester,  Minnesota. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Southern  Minnesota  Sup¬ 
ply  Company  counterproposal.  The 
Independent  Broadcasting  Company, 
Minneapolis,  and  the  Northwest  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Fort  Dodge,  opposed 
the  counterproposal  of  Southern  Minne¬ 
sota  Supply  Company  on  the  grounds  of 
adjacent  channel  spacing  of  67  and  69 
miles.  No  conflict,  however,  arises  under 
the  minimum  mileage  separations 
adopted  herein.  Black  Hawk  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Waterloo,  filed  a  con¬ 
flicting  counterproposal. 

Waterloo 

532.  (a)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Waterloo  has  a 
population  of  lOO.OCO  and  the  city  of 
Waterloo  has  a  population  of  65,000, 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Black  Hawk 
Broadcasting  Company.  Black  Hawk 
Broadcasting  Company  requested  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  12  to  Waterloo  by 
making  the  following  changes  in  the 
assignments  proposed  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice: 


City 

Third  Notice  j 

Projarsed 

ebanves 

VHF  UHF 
Chan-  Chan¬ 
nel  No.  1  nel  No. 

'  VHF  1 
Chan-  ! 
nel  No. ; 

UHF 
Uluin- 
nel  No. 

Mason  City,  Iowa... 
Waterl'W,  Iowa _ | 

1 

12  1  35 

7  1  16,  *22 

3,5 

16.  *22 

Kirksville,  Mo . 

12  j  is 

IS 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Black 
Hawk  counterproposal.  It  was  urged 
that  Waterloo  is  a  rapidly  growing  city 
in  the  center  of  a  rich  agricultural  area ; 
and  that  the  importance  of  the  city  and 
its  need  for  an  additional  television 
channel  are  evidenced  by  the  increasing 
economic  importance  of  Waterloo. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Black  Hawk  counterpro¬ 
posal.  Oppositions  to  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  Black  Hawk  Broadcasting 
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Company  were  filed  by  the  Gazette  Com¬ 
pany.  Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa,  and  the 
Southern  Minnesota  Supply  Company, 
Mankato,  Minnesota. 

(e>  The  Waterloo  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  Iowa  State  Teachers  College, 
Cedar  Falls,  and  the  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  UHF  Channel  22  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  in  Waterloo. 
The  college  stated  it  was  the  only  edu¬ 
cational  institution  in  Iowa  exclusively 
concerned  with  teacher  education  and 
therefore  it  had  a  special  interest  in  edu¬ 
cational  television,  particularly  in  the 
use  of  television  programs  directed  to 
the  classrooms  of  the  public  schools. 
The  college  stated  that  it  has  prepared 
a  weekly  film  for  telecasting  over  WOI- 
TV.  Ames.  Iowa.  The  college  stated  that 
it  was  prepared  to  cooperate  with  other 
educational  institutions.  The  college 
further  stated  that  the  assignment  of  a 
reserved  channel  for  Waterloo,  8  miles 
from  Cedar  Falls,  would  give  it  the  best 
chance  to  participate  in  educational 
television. 

Cedar  Rapids 

533.  Ca)  Ceiisus  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Cedar  Rapids  has 
a  population  of  104,000.  The  city  of 
Cedar  Rapids  has  a  population  of  72.000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  The  Gazette 
Company.  The  Gazette  Company.  Cedar 
Rapids,  Iowa,  proposed  that  Channel  12 
be  assigned  to  Cedar  Rapids  by  making 
the  following  changes  in  the  assignments 
proposed  in  the  Third  Notice; 


Third  Xotico 

Proposed 

changes 

City 

VHF 

THF 

1 

1  VHF 

1  UHF 

Chan- 

Chan- 

Chan- 

'  C+ian- 

nel  Xo.  1 

nel  Xo. 

uel  Xo. 

nel  Xo. 

r^xlar  K<i[Wili;,  lovra. 
Cliariton,  Iowa _ 

1 

« 

1 

20,  *26 

1 

9.  [12]  ^ 

'  20.  *20 
[W| 
3.5 

\1a«>n  ('ity,  Iowa... 

12  I 

is 

iV] 

Kirkavilh*,  Mo _ 

12 

is! 

1  I- 

IS.  Mil 
47] 

Trpnt<»n.  Mo . . 

1  '  ' 

Rwlst»ur|«,  W'is _ 

. 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  The  Ga~ 
zette  Company  counterproposal.  It  was 
urged  that  Cedar  Rapids  Is  a  substantial 
market  with  a  population  which  has  in- 
crea.sed  by  16.4  percent  in  the  10-year 
period  from  1940,  that  none  of  the  mini¬ 
mum  station  separations  proposed  in  the 
Third  Notice  would  be  violated  and  that 
a  net  gain  in  service  would  result  from 
a  grant  of  the  counterproposal. 

(d»  Oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  to  The  Gazette  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal.  Oppositions  to 
the  Cedar  Rapids  proposal  have  been 
filed  by  the  following  parties  who  also 
filed  mutually  exclusive  proposals:  Da¬ 
venport  Broadcasting  Company,  Daven¬ 
port,  Iowa;  KNUJ,  Inc.,  New  Ulm,  Min¬ 
nesota:  Black  Hawk  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Waterloo,  Iowa,  and  Peoria  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  and  West  Central 
Broadcasting  Company. 

(e)  The  Cedar  Rapids  educational 
reservation.  The  JCET  supported  the 
re.servation  of  Channel  26  in  Cedar  Rao- 
ids  for  noncommercial  educational  use. 


No  objections  were  filed  to  the  proposed 
reservation.* 

Conclusions 

534.  The  foregoing  counterproposals 
consist  of  requests  for  the  assignment  of 
a  first  VHF  channel  in  Champaign, 
Mankato,  and  New  Ulm,  respectively; 
and  a  second  VHP  assignment  in  Water¬ 
loo,  Peoria,  and  Cedar  Rapids,  respec¬ 
tively.  The  counterproposal  of  Black 
Hawk  Broadcasting  Company  (Water¬ 
loo),  KNUJ.  Inc.  (New  Ulm),  and  The 
Gazette  Company  (Cedar  Rapids)  are 
mutually  exclusive  and  are  also  mutually 
exclusive  with  the  counterproposals  of 
Champaign  News-Gazette  (Champaign) 
and  Southern  Minnesota  Supply  Com¬ 
pany  (Mankato).  In  addition  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  Peoria  Broadcasting 
Company  (Peoria)  is  mutually  exclusive 
with  the  counterproposals  of  Cham¬ 
paign  New’s-Gazette  and  The  Gazette 
Company. 

535.  It  is  our  view,  based  on  the  record, 
that  Champaign  and  Urbana  should  be 
considered  as  a  single  entity  for  assign¬ 
ment  purposes  in  view  of  the  proximity 
and  strong  Identity  of  interests  of  these 
cities.  In  view  of  the  proposed  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  12  in  Urbana  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Champaign  News-Gazette 
will,  accordingly,  be  considered  as  a  re¬ 
quest  for  the  assignment  of  the  second 
VHF  channel  to  Champaign-Urbana  2. 

Conclusions:  Mankato.  Peoria,  Waterloo, 

New  Ulm.  Champaign-Urbana.  Cedar 

Rapids 

536.  The  counterproposal  of  Southern 
Minnesota  Supply  Company,  seeking  the 
assignment  of  a  VHF  channel  to  Man¬ 
kato  must  be  denied.  As  indicated 
above,  this  counterproposal  would  result 
in  a  co-channel  separation  of  182  miles 
In  Zone  II  on  Channel  10  between  Brain- 
erd  and  Rochester,  Minnesota.  This 
separation  is  below  the  minimum  of  190 
miles  for  the  assignment  of  co-channel 
stations  in  Zone  II. 

537.  With  respect  to  the  remaining 
counterproposals,  it  is  our  view  that  the 
counterproposal  of  Champaign  News- 
Gazette  is  meritorious  and.  for  the  rea¬ 
sons  set  forth  below,  is  to  be  preferred  to 
the  conflicting  counterproposals  seeking 
assignment  of  a  VHF  channel  to  Peoria, 
Waterloo  or  New  Ulm.  The  cities  of 
Champaign  and  Urbana  have  a  combined 
population  of  63,000,  and  in  the  Third 
Notice  the  Commission  proposed  the  as¬ 
signment  of  one  VHP  channel  for  the 
city  of  Urbana  and  no  VHF  channels  for 
Champaign.  The  counterproposal  of 
Champaign  News-Gazette  would  result 
in  the  assignment  of  a  second  VHP 
channel  to  Champaign-Urbana  and 
would,  in  addition,  make  possible  the 
assignment  of  a  second  VHF  channel  to 
Cedar  Rapids  w’ith  a  population  of  72,000, 


*  Coe  College,  Cedar  Rapids,  In  Its  comment 
of  June  6,  1951,  requested  the  reservation  of 
VHP  Channel  9  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use;  thereafter  the  college  advised  the 
JCETT  that  It  was  w'ithdrawlng  its  request  In 
favor  of  the  reservation  of  a  UHF  channel  for 
possible  future  educational  use  by  the 
college. 


These  assignments  would  be  accom. 
pushed  by  deleting  VHP  Channel  2  from 
Centralia  which  has  a  population  of 
14,000.  It  Is  our  view  that  the  assign, 
ment  of  VHP  channels  to  both  Cham¬ 
paign-Urbana  and  Cedar  Rapids 
warrants  this  deletion  of  a  VHF  channel 
from  Centralia.  Accordingly,  we  are  as-  ^ 
signing  VHF  Channels  3  and  12  to  Cham-  I 
paign-Urbana  and  VHF  Channels  2  and 
9  to  Cedar  Rapids.  In  substitution  for 
Channel  2  in  Centralia  we  are  assigning 
Channel  59. 

538.  It  is  our  view  that  the  assignment 
of  a  second  VHP  channel  to  both  Cham¬ 
paign-Urbana  and  Cedar  Rapids  is  to  ^ 
preferred  to  the  assignment  of  a  second 
VHP  channel  to  Peoria.  West  Central 
Broadcasting  Co.  has  requested  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  12  to  Peoria  by  the 
deletion  of  Channel  12  from  Urbana 
where  it  was  proposed  to  be  reserved  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  We  be¬ 
lieve.  however,  that  the  record  requires 
the  reservation  of  a  VHP  channel  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  in  Ur¬ 
bana.  a  primarily  educational  center. 
The  record  establishes  that  the  Univer¬ 
sity  has  had  considerable  experience  in 
broadcasting  as  the  licensee  of  both  an 
AM  and  an  FM  station  and  that  it  novr 
intends  to  establish  a  noncommercial 
educational  television  station  in  the  Ur¬ 
bana  area.  The  University  has  received 
a  gift  of  a  television  transmitter  and  the 
General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Illinois 
has  specifically  authorized  funds  for  the 
operation  of  a  television  program  broad¬ 
casting  unit.  As  indicated  above.  West 
Central  Broadcasting  Co.  did  not  propose 
the  substitution  of  a  VHP  channel  in  Ur¬ 
bana  for  Channel  12  w'hich  it  requested 
be  deleted  from  that  community.  It  is 
our  view,  on  the  basis  of  the  record,  that 
a  VHP  channel  should  be 'retained  in 
Urbana  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  Accordingly,  the  counterproposal 
of  West  Central  Broadcasting  Co.  is  de¬ 
nied.  We  have  by  our  decision  herein 
added  the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel 
3  to  Champaign-Urbana.  It  should  be 
pointed  out  that  if  Channel  3  were  re¬ 
served  in  Champaign-Urbana  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  in  lieu  of 
Channel  12  as  proposed  and  Channel  12 
were  assigned  to  Peoria,  the  assignment 
of  an  additional  VHP  channel  to  Cedar 
Rapids  would  be  precluded.  As  noted 
above,  we  have  preferred  the  assignment 
of  a  VHP  channel  to  Champaign-Urbana 
and  Cedar  Rapids  over  the  assignment  of 
a  VHP  channel  to  Peoria. 

539.  The  counterproposal  of  Peoria 
Broadcasting  Company  seeking  the  as¬ 
signment  of  a  second  VHF  channel  in 
Peoria  would  be  accomplished  by  the 
deletion  of  the  VHF  channels  assigned 
to  Kirksville  and  Centralia.  This  plan 
would  also  assign  a  VHP  channel  to 
Brookfield.  It  is  our  view,  however,  that 
the  assignment  of  a  second  VHF  channel 
to  both  Champaign-Urbana  and  Cedar 
Rapids,  at  the  expense  of  deleting  only 
one  channel  from  Centralia,  Is  to  be  pre¬ 
ferred  to  the  assignment  of  a  second  VTff 
channel  to  Peoria  and  a  first  VHF  chan¬ 
nel  to  Brookfield  which  w'ould  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  deleting  VHF  channels  from 
both  Centralia  and  Kirksville.  It  is  to 
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be  pointed  out  that  Brookfield  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  only  6,000  persons  and  no  re¬ 
quest  has  been  filed  by  any  party  from 
that  community  for  the  assignment  of 
a  channel. 

540.  It  is  also  our  view  that  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  Champaign  News -Gazette 
is  to  be  preferred  to  the  counterproposal 
of  Black  Hawk  Broadcasting  Company. 
Although  Black  Hawk  Broadcasting 
Company  would,  in  addition  to  assign¬ 
ing  a  second  VHF  channel  to  Waterloo, 
assign  a  first  VHP  channel  to  Brookfield, 
this  would  be  accomplished  by  deleting 
the  sole  VHP  channel  assigned  to  Kirks- 
ville.  It  is  our  view  that  the  assignment 
of  a  second  VHF  channel  to  both  Cham- 
paign-Urbana  and  Cedar  Rapids  is  to  be 
preferred  to  the  assignment  of  a  second 
VTIF  channel  to  Waterloo  and  a  first 
VHF  channel  to  Brookfield,  a  city  of 
6,C00. 

541.  It  is  also  our  view  that  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  Champaign  News-Gazette 
is  to  be  preferred  to  the  counterproposal 
of  KNUJ,  Inc.,  seeking  the  assignment 
of  a  VHF  rtiannel  to  New  Ulm  with  a 
population  of  approximately  9,000  per¬ 
sons.  As  iiaiicated  above  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  KNUJ,  Inc.,  would  result  in  a 
co-channel  separation  of  189  miles  in 
Zone  II  on  Channel  11  between  Pierre 
and  Sio^oc  Palls.  South  Dakota.  This 
separati  n  is  below  the  minimum  of  190 
miles  fo.  tlie  assignment  of  co-channel 
station  in  2k)ne  II.  Moreover,  it  is  our 
view  that  the  assignment  of  a  second 
channel  to  both  Champaign-Urbana  and 
Cedar  Rapids  is  to  be  preferred  to  the 
assignment  of  a  first  channel  to  New 
Ulm,  especially  in  view  of  the  relative 
size.s  of  these  communities. 

542.  The  Gazette  Company  counter¬ 
proposal  requested  the  assignment  of  a 
second  VHP  channel,  Channel  12  to 
Cedar  Rapids.  This  counterproposal, 
however,  is  in  conflict  with  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Champaign  News-Gazette. 
However,  our  decision  herein  provides 
for  the  additional  assignment  of  VHP 
Channel  2  to  Cedar  Rapids.  Accord¬ 
ingly.  the  Gazette  Company  counterpro¬ 
posal  need  not  be  considered  further. 

543.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
counterproposals  of  Black  Hawk  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  KNUJ,  Inc.,  The  Ga¬ 
zette  Company,  Southern  Minnesota 
Supply  Company,  West  Central  Broad¬ 
casting  Co.  and  Peoria  Broadcasting 
Company  are  denied;  and  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Champaign  News-Gazette  is 
granted. 

544.  We  are  or  the  view,  however,  that 
the  as.signment  of  an  additional  UHP 
channel  to  Peoria  is  warranted.  Chan¬ 
nel  19  in  Peoria  would  meet  all  required 
mileage  separations  for  assignments  in 
th’';  zone.  Accordingly,  Channel  19  will 
be  assigned  to  Peoria  as  an  additional 
aisi-nment. 

Conclusions:  The  Peoria,  Waterloo, 

Cedar  Rapids  Educational  Reserva- 

ti07lS 

545.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
reservation  of  UIIF  Channels  *37,  *22, 
and  *26  in  Peoria,  Waterloo  and  Cedar 
Rapids,  respectively,  are  finalized. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 

546.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted:* 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
nsl  No. 

UHF  Chao- 
nel  No. 

Centralia,  Ill _ 

32,  59 

Champfiign-Urbana,  Ill... 

8,  *12 

8 

21,  27,  38 
19,  •SI,  43 
2(1,  *2(5 
20,  *26 

SprinKfleld,  HI _  . 

r<*dBr  Rapids,  Iowa....... 

2 

2.  9 

•12 

24 

Mason  City,  Iowa... _ 

8 

:« 

Wat«Tk>o,  iowa.. _ ...... 

16.  *22 
15 

Now  nm,  Minn.... _ ... 

1  ^ 

3 

18 

AMES,  FORT  DODGE,  AND  DES  MOINES,  IOWA 

547.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservation: 


City 

1 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

1  VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Amos,Io«'a _ 

5 

9,  *11, 13 

25 

17,23 

21 

Fort.  Dodgo,  Iowa  ... _ 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Des  Moines  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  226.000  and  the  city  of  Des 
I^oines  has  a  population  of  178,000.  The 
city  of  Fort  Dodge  has  a  population  of 
25,000.  The  city  of  Ames  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  23,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  The  Iowa  State 
College  of  Agriculture  and  Mechanical 
Arts  is  licensed  for  the  operation  of  Sta¬ 
tion  WOI-TV  at  Ames  on  Channel  4. 
The  licensee  w’as  ordered  to  show  cause 
why  the  license  of  WOI-TV  should  not 
be  modified  to  specify  operation  on 
Channel  5.  Iowa  State  stated  it  had  no 
objection  to  the  move  from  Channel  4 
to  CTiannel  5. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Northwest 
Broadcasting  Company.  The  Northwest 
Broadcasting  Company  proposed  the  ad¬ 
ditional  assignment  of  Channel  4  to  Port 
Dodge  by  making  the  following  changes 
in  the  assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice: 


Third  Notice 

Propo'sod 

changes 

City 

VUF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

CHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

Fort  Dodge,  Iowa.... 
Sioux  City,  Iowa . 

4,0 

21 

•30,86 

[4] 

121.9 

21 

•30.36 

Mitchell,  8,  Dak . 

5 

20 

20 

Vermillion,  6.  Dak... 

*2 

41 

•5 

41 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  Norths 
west  Broadcasting  Company  counterpro~ 
posal.  The  Northwest  Broadcasting 


•The  educational  reservations  for  Spring- 
field.  Illinois:  and  Iowa  City,  Iowa,  are  dis¬ 
cussed  elsewhere. 


Company  urged  that  the  geographical 
location  and  importance  of  Fort  Dodge 
as  the  dominant  city  in  a  large  area 
justified  the  assignment  of  two  chan¬ 
nels.  one  VHP  and  one  UHP  to  that  city. 
It  was  also  urged  that  the  Commission’s 
proposed  assignments  did  not  provide  an 
equitable  distribution  of  television  facil¬ 
ities  since  cities  of  comparable  size  were 
assigned  more  channels  than  were  as¬ 
signed  to  Fort  Dodge. 

(f)  The  Northwest  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal  would  result  in  the 
following  co-channel  sepaiation  in 
Zone  II: 


Channel 

Cities 

M  ilcage 

s 

^  Vermillion,?.  Dnk. -Hastings,  Ni'br. 

17(k 

5 

Vermillion,  S.  l)nk.-.4Tnos,  l«ma. 
(Wol-TV). 

175 

4 

Fort  Dod^rr,  lov.a-.Minneapolis 

176 

1  Minn. 

(g)  Opposition  and  conflicting  coun~ 
terproposals  to  the  Northwest  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  counterproposal.  Op¬ 
positions  and  conflicting  counterpropo¬ 
sals  were  filed  by  the  following  parties: 
Gazette  Company,  Cedar  Rapids;  Black 
Hawk  Broadcasting  Company,  Water¬ 
loo,  low’a :  Champaign  News-Gazette, 
Inc.,  Champaign,  HI.;  Southern  Minne¬ 
sota  Supply  Company,  Mankato,  Min¬ 
nesota:  Quad  City  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Moline,  Ill.;  Independent  Bread¬ 
casting  Company,  Des  Moines.  Iowa; 
Mid-Continent  Radio  Television.  Inc., 
Minneapolis.  Minn.;  and  Iowa  State  Col¬ 
lege,  Ames,  Iowa. 

<h>  The  Des  Moines  educational  res¬ 
ervation.  The  Independent  School  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Des  Moines  and  Diake  University 
supported  the  reservation  of  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  11  at  Des  Moines  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  The  City  Council  of 
Des  Moines,  low'a,  and  other  civic  and 
educational  parties  also  supported  the 
reservation.  The  Independent  School 
District  luged  that  a  reservation  was 
necessary  in  order  that  educational  in¬ 
stitutions  and  other  interested  organi¬ 
zations  have  sufiQcient  time  to  develop  a 
program  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  of  television  in  the  area. 

(i)  Counterproposals  of  C miles  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Central  Broadcasting 
Company,  and  Murphy  Broadcasting 
Company.  Cowies  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Central  Broadcasting  Company, 
and  the  Muiphy  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany*  proposed  to  increase  the  number 
of  commercial  VHF  channel  assignments 
in  Des  Moines,  by  removing  the  reseiwa- 
tion  of  VHF  Channel  11  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  and  by  proposing 
that  VHP  Channel  5  at  Ames.  Iowa,  be 


•The  Independent  Broadcasting  Company, 
as  part  of  a  ccunterproposal  to  assign  an 
additional  VHF  channel  to  Des  Moines,  also 
mged  the  change  in  reservation  from  VHF 
Channel  H  to  a  CHF  channel  In  Des  Moines. 
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not,  on  the  basis  of  the  record,  be 
granted.  Iowa  State  College  in  securing 
a  license  did  not  secure  a  noncommer¬ 
cial  license  requiring  it  to  broadcast  non- 
ccmmercial  programs  but  secured  a  li¬ 
cense  giving  it  the  responsibility  to  de¬ 
termine  the  commercial  or  noncommer¬ 
cial  character  of  its  programs.”  We  do 
not  believe,  on  the  basis  of  this  record, 
tliat  we  should  issue  a  show  cause  order 
which  would  require  WOI-TV  to  change 
its  classiucation  and  become  a  noncom¬ 
mercial  station.  In  the  absence  of  com¬ 
p'll  ng  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that 
educational  institutions  who  secure  com¬ 
mercial  licenses  should  be  required  to 
change  the  character  of  their  operation. 
To  adept  a  contrary, policy  would  be 
to  discourage  educational  institutions 
which  do  not  prefer  tt?  operate  a  fully 
ncncommercial  station  from  entering 
the  television  field.  Accordingly,  we 
must  deny  the  request  to  change  the 
classification  of  tire  Ames  assignment. 

550.  r^oreover,  from  the  record  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  Des  Moines  and  its  immediate 
surrounding  vicinity  is  the  major  eco¬ 
nomic,  cultural  and  social  center  of  the 
State  of  Iowa.  The  fact  that  different 
educational  programs  may  be  simulta¬ 
neously  available  in  the  same  area  from 
WOI-TV  and  a  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  station  in  Des  Moines  is 
not  necessarily  undesirable  since  it  in¬ 
creases  the  number  of  program  choices 
as  does  the  presence  of  several  stations 
in  a  given  city.  In  addition,  it  is  shown 
in  the  engineering  statement  in  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Broadcasting  filing  that  Station 
WOI-TV  operating  with  the  maximum 
power  contemplated  by  the  Commission’s 
proposal  and  operating  with  its  presently 
licensed  antenna  height  could  provide 
Grade  A  service  to  but  45  percent  of  the 
city  of  Des  Moines. 

551.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
counterproposals  of  Cowles  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  Central  Broadcasting 
Company,  Murphy  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  and  Davenport  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  are  denied.  Furthermore,  with 
respect  to  the  counterproposal  of  Daven¬ 
port  Broadcasting  Company,  we  do  not 
believe  the  assignment  of  a  VHF  channel 
to  the  city  of  Atalissa  by  the  deletion  of 
a  VKF  assignment  in  Des  Moines,  a 
much  larger  city,  is  warranted. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Assign-- 
inent  in  Fort  Dodge  and  Des  Moines 

552.  The  Northwest  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal  would  result 
in  three  co-channel  separations  below 
the  190-mile  minimum  for  Zone  II. 
Channel  5  would  be  assigned  at  Vermil¬ 
lion,  170  miles  from  Hastings  and  175 
miles  from  Station  WOI-TV  at  Ames; 
and  Channel  4  would  be  assigned  to  Fort 
Dodge,  176  miles  from  Minneapolis. 
Accordingly,  the  Northwest  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  counterproposal  is  denied. 

553.  The  Independent  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal  would  result 
in  one  co-channel  separation  below  the 
170-mile  minimum  for  assignments  in 
Zone  I  and  two  co-channel  separations 
below  the  190-mile  minimum  for  Zone  II. 


"The  allegations  concerning  the  repre- 
sentr. cions  with  respect  to  its  programming 
we  Irrelevant  to  these  proceedings. 


Channel  4  would  be  assigned  to  Des 
Moines,  158  miles  from  Station  WHBP- 
TV  in  Rock  Island  in  Zone  I  and  180  and 
182  miles,  respectively,  from  Kansas 
City,  Missouri,  and  Vermillion,  both  In 
Zone  n.  Accordingly,  the  Independent 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal 
is  denied. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Order 

554.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  an  ap¬ 
propriate  authorization  will  be  issued  to 
Iowa  State  College  to  specify  operation 
of  WOI-TV  on  Channel  5. 

Filial  Assignments  and  Reservation 


555.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VnF  Chan- 

rnu  Chan- 

nt'l  Xo. 

nt'I  So. 

Aines,  Iowa . 

fi 

2S 

Dc.'!  Mcin*'s,  Iowa _ 

8,  *11, 13 

17. ‘23 

Fort  Dodge,  Iowa . 

21 

KECKUK,  IOWA;  QUINCY,  ILLINOIS;  AND 
.  H  NTJIBAL,  MISSOURI 


556.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  Tn 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  assignments: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  X'o. 

UHF  Chitn- 
nelXo. 

Keokuk,  Iowa.... _ 

44 

Quinev.  Ill . . . 

10 

21 

7 

27 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Keokuk,  Iowa,  is  16,000.  The  population 
of  Quincy,  Illinois,  is  41,000.  The  popu¬ 
lation  of  Hannibal,  Missouri,  is  21,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Keokuk 
Broadcasting  Company.  Keokuk  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  requested  that  Channel 
10  be  assigned  to  Keokuk.  The  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  10  to  Keokuk  w’ould  be 
accomplished  by  the  deletion  of  Channel 
10  from  Quincy,  Illinois,  the  substitution 
of  Channel  7  in  Quincy  and  the  deletion 
of  Channel  7  from  Hannibal,  Missouri, 
as  follows: 


Third  Notice 

Froposed 

changes 

City 

VIIF 
Chan¬ 
nel  X'o. 

riiF 
Chan¬ 
nel  X'o. 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  X'o. 

1  1 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  So. 

1 

Keokuk,  Iowa.... _ 

44 

110] 

(71 

44 

Quinry,  HI _ 

10 

21 

21 

liannilial.  Mu . 

7 

27 

- 

27 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Keokuk 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Keokuk  Broadcasting  Company  urged 
that  the  deletion  of  Channel  7  from  Han¬ 
nibal  w'ould  not  deprive  that  city  of 
television  service  because  of  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  UHF  Channel  27  to  Hannibal. 
It  w'as  also  as.serted  that  Hannibal  would 
receive  Grade  A  service  from  the  VHP 
assignment  at  Quincy,  15  miles  from 
Hannibal.  Further,  it  is  urged  that  the 
assignment  of  Channel  10  to  Keokuk 
would  provide  a  substantial  number  of 
persons  with  a  first  VHF  service.  It  was 
also  contended  that  the  assignment  of 
Channel  10  to  Keokuk  and  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  7  to  Quincy  comply  in 


all  respects  with  the  standards  adopted 
herein.  Finally,  it  w’as  urged  that  a  more 
extensive  coverage  would  be  rendered  by 
a  station  located  In  Keokuk  on  Clian- 
nel  10  than  would  be  rendered  by  Chan¬ 
nel  7  at  either  Quincy  or  Hannibal. 

(e)  Opposition  to  Keokuk  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  counterproposal.  The 
Courier  Post  Publishing  Company,  Han¬ 
nibal.  Missouri,  opposed  the  Keokuk 
counterproposal  urging  that  Hannibal,  a 
city  of  20,540  persons,  is  a  separate  com¬ 
petitive  market  from  Quincy  which  has 
a  population  of  41,402  persons,  and  that 
a  grant  of  the  counterproposal  would  de¬ 
prive  Hannibal  of  its  only  VHF  a.ssicn- 
ment.  Further,  it  was  pointed  out  that 
Hannibal  and  Quincy  are  located  in  sepa¬ 
rate  Counties  and  States  and  each  is  also 
considered  the  principal  city  of  sepa¬ 
rate  retail  trading  areas.  It  was  aho 
urged  that  under  the  Commission’s  pro¬ 
posed  ar-isignments  the  city  of  Ke-'kuk 
would  receive  two  Grade  A  services  from 
Keokuk  and  Fort  Madison  end  th-^t  70 
percent  of  the  city  of  Keokuk  wou’d  re¬ 
ceive  a  third  service  from  Channel  10  pro¬ 
posed  for  Quincy. 

Conclusions 

557.  It  is  our  view  that,  on  the  basis 
of  the  record,  the  counterproposal  of 
Keokuk  Broadcasting  Company  should 
be  denied.  A  grant  of  this  countercro- 
posal  would  deprive  the  city  of  Hanni¬ 
bal,  a  larger  city  than  Keokuk,  cf  its 
sole  VHF  channel  in  order  to  add  a  first 
VHF  channel  to  Keokuk  and  a  second 
assignment  to  that  city.  Accordingly, 
the  counterproposal  of  Keokuk  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  is  Denied. 

Final  Assignments 


558.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  X'o. 

UHF  Chaii- 
ni  1  No. 

44 

10 

21 

7 

27 

DUBUQUE,  IOWA 

559.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  assignments  to  Du¬ 
buque:  UHF  Channels  56  and  62. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Du¬ 
buque  has  a  population  cf  50,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  The  Telegraph 
Herald.  The  Telegraph  Herald,  IXi- 
buque,  Iowa,  proposed  that  VHF  Chan¬ 
nels  5  and  11  be  assigned  to  Dubuque  with 
less  than  maximum  power  to  protect 
other  co-channel  and  adjacent  channel 
stations.  This  counterproposal  would 
require  no  other  changes  in  the  proposed 
assignments  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  The  Tele¬ 
graph  Herald  counterproposal.  The 
Telegraph  Herald  urged  that  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  UHF  stations  in  Dubuque  would 
present  serious  economic  obstacles.  It 
was  urged  that  operation  on  Channels  5 
and  11  with  pow’ers  below  that  proposed 
in  the  Third  Notice  would  afford  protec¬ 
tion  to  co-channel  stations  to  the  same 
extent  as  stations  with  maximum  facili¬ 
ties  operating  at  the  required  minimum 
spacings.  Specifically,  it  was  urged  that 
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XX)wers  of  46.7  kw  on  Channel  5  and  87 
kw  on  Channel  11  be  authorized  for  sta¬ 
tions  in  Dubuque.  It  was  further  urged 
that  a  grant  of  the  counterproposal 
would  provide  a  first  VHF  service  to  a 
substantial  area. 

(e)  The  counterproposal  would  result 
In  the  following  co-channel  separations 
In  Zone  I  below  the  170-mile  minimum: 


Channol 

Cities 

Mileage 

5! 

1  Dubuque,  lowa-Cbicago 

1  (w.VBg). 

162 

11 

Dubuque,  lowa-Chicago _ 

161 

The  counterproposal,  in  addition,  would 
result  in  the  following  co-channel  sepa¬ 
rations  in  Zone  II  below  the  190-mile 
minimum:  . 


Channel  | 

Cities 

M  ileage 

1 

6 

Dubuque,  lowa-Ames,  Iowa 

159 

(WOl-TV). 

11 

1  Dubuque,  lowa-Des  Moines, 

104 

j  Iowa. 

(f)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun~ 
terproposal  to  The  Telegraph  Herald 
counterproposal.  Oppositions  and  con¬ 
flicting  counterproposals  to  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  The  Telegraph  Herald  were 
filed  by  the  following  parties:  Central 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Davenport,  Iowa,  The 
National  Broadcasting  Company,  Chi¬ 
cago,  Illinois,  the  Johnson-Kennedy 
Radio  Corporation,  Chicago,  Illinois; 
Iowa  State  College,  Ames.  Iowa;  and  the 
Davenport  Broadcasting  Company, 
Davenport,  Iowa. 

Conclusions 

560.  Elsewhere  in  this  report  the  Com¬ 
mission  has  set  forth  the  basis  for  its 
decision  not  to  create  a  special  class  of 
stations  authorized  to  operate  with  re¬ 
duced  power  at  reduced  separations.  In 
viewer  that  decision  and  for  the  reasons 
therein  stated  the  request  of  The  Tele¬ 
graph  Herald  is  denied. 

Final  Assignments 

561.  The  assignment  of  UHF  Channels 
56  and  62  in  Dubuque,  Iowa,  are  adopted. 

SIOUX  CITY,  IOWA,  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

562.  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  30  in  Sioux 
City  for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

563.  The  JCET,  the  mayor  of  Sioux 
City,  the  city  council,  and  other  local 
educational  groups,  supported  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  30  in  Sioux  City. 
No  party  objected  to  the  reservation. 

Conclusions 

564.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  30  in  Sioux  City 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 

lOW’A  CITY,  IOWA,  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

565.  ta)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  2  in  Iowa 
City  for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

lb)  The  State  University  of  Iowa  sup¬ 


ported  the  reservation  of  VHP  Channel  2 
in  Iowa  City  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  use.  The  University 
stated  that  it  has  engaged  in  noncom¬ 
mercial  broadcasting  since  1919;  that  a 
separate  building  has  been  constructed 
for  radio  broadcasting  and  the  annual 
operating  budget  for  its  broadcast  activ¬ 
ities  was  $50,000.  The  University  stated 
that  from  1932  to  1938  the  University 
regularly  scheduled  television  programs 
from  an  experimentally  licensed  trans¬ 
mitter  and  that  it  has,  for  the  past  2 
years,  organized  and  presented  weekly 
programs  from  Station  WOC-TV, 
Davenport,  Iowa.  The  University  further 
stated  that  television  facilities  are  avail¬ 
able  and  that  it  has  begun  construction 
of  a  Communitations  Center  and  that  it 
has  a  completely  outfitted  motion  picture 
production  laboratory  including  ten  mo¬ 
tion  picture  cameras.  The  University 
submitted  a  detailed  listing  of  suggested 
program  material  for  use  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  educational  television  station.  No 
one  has  objected  to  the  reservation  of 
VHP  Channel  2. 

(c)  Quad-City  Broadcasting  Corp., 
Moline.  Illinois;  Davenport  Broadcasting 
Company,”  Davenport,  Iowa,  and  Cham¬ 
paign  News-Gazette,  Inc.,  Champaign, 
Illinois,  proposed  the  reservation  of  a 
VHP  channel  other  than  VHP  Channel 
2  for  Iowa  City  in  connection  with  coun¬ 
terproposals  for  additional  VHP  assign¬ 
ments  in  their  respective  cities.”  The 
Commission  elsewhere  in  this  Report 
granted  the  request  made  by  Champaign 
News-Gazette,  Inc.,  which  proposed  as 
part  of  its  over-all  plan  the  reservation 
of  VHP  Channel  12  in  lieu  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  of  VHP  Channel  2  in 
Iowa  City. 

Conclusions 

566.  On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing  and 
the  record,  the  reservation  of  Channel 
12  in  Iowa  City  for  noncommercial  use 
is  finalized. 

ST.  JOSEPH,  ST.  LOUIS,  AND  SPRINGFIELD, 

MISSOURI;  EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATIONS 

567.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro- 


”  Elsewhere  In  this  report  the  Commission 
denied  the  counterproposals  of  Quad-City 
Broadcasting  Corp.  and  Davenport  Broad¬ 
casting  Company. 

The  State  University  of  low’a  on  October 
8.  1951,  filed  w'ith  the  Commission  a  Motion 
to  Strike  portions  of  the  statements  of  Hugh 
R.  Norman  and  Walter  F.  Kean  filed  on  be¬ 
half  of  Davenport  Broadcasting  Company, 
Inc.  In  these  statements,  the  affiants  in¬ 
troduce  as  a  new  proposal  the  use  of  a  UHF 
channel  for  educational  use  at  Iowa  City 
whereas  the  initial  counterproposal  of  May 
7,  1951,  did  not  contain  this  proposal.  Pars. 
6  (b)  and  6  of  the  Order  of  Hearing  Proce¬ 
dure  of  July  25,  1951  clearly  indicate  that  the 
Commission  will  not  consider  any  sworn 
statements  which  are  not  in  support  of  the 
Initial  pleadings.  The  Motion  to  Strike  is 
therefore  Granted.  With  respect  to  the  sworn 
statements  filed  on  behalf  of  Davenport 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  the  Commission 
has  not  considered  for  the  reasons  given 
above,  as  evidence  properly  before  it,  the 
evidence  relating  to  this  new  proposal.  The 
Commission  has,  however,  considered  such 
evidence  contained  therein  which  is  in  sup¬ 
port  of  its  counterproposal  in  this  proceeding. 


posed  the  following  reservations  for  non¬ 
commercial  use: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

8t.  Joseph,  Mo . 

•36 

St.  Louis,  Mo . 

*9 

Springfield,  Mo . 

*26 

(b)  St.  Joseph  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  School  District  of  St.  Joseph 
supported  the  reservation  of  Channel  36 
in  St.  Joseph  and  submitted  a  resolution 
of  the  Board  of  Education  requesting 
that  a  television  channel  be  reserved  for 
this  city.  The  JCET,  Northeast  Missouri 
State  College,  Maryville,  and  St.  Bene¬ 
dict’s  College,  Atchison,  Kansas;  also 
supported  the  reservation.  No  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  reservation  were  filed. 

(c)  St.  Louis  educational  reservation. 
The  Mayor’s  Committee  on  Educational 
Television  and  the  Board  of  Education 
of  the  City  of  St.  Louis  and  JCET  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  Channel  9  to 
St.  Louis.  No  objections  to  the  reserva¬ 
tion  were  filed. 

(d)  Springfield  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  Board  of  Education  of  the 
Springfield,  Missouri  public  schools.  Re¬ 
organized  Green  County  District  No.  12, 
Drury  College,  and  Southwest  Missouri 
State  College  and  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  26  to  Springfield. 
No  objections  to  the  reservation  were 
filed. 

Conclusio7is 

568.  In  view  of  the  record,  the  reser¬ 
vations  of  the  foregoing  channels  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  are 
finalized. 

Filial  Reservations 


569.  The  following  reservations  are 
adopted : 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Ft.  Joseph,  Mo.. . . . 

•36 

*9 

Springfield,  Mo _ 

*26 

MINNEAPOLIS-ST.  P.AUL,  MINNESOTA; 

EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATION 

570.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In 
the  'Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  reservation  of  VHF  Channel  2 
in  Minneapolis-St.  Paul  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use. 

(b)  Minneapolis-St.  Paul  educational 
reservation.  The  University  of  Minne¬ 
sota,  the  Minneapolis  Public  Schools,  the 
College  of  St.  Catherine,  the  city  of  St. 
Paul,  the  St.  Paul  Public  Library  and  the 
JCET  supported  the  reservation.  These 
institutions  expressed  their  willingness 
to  cooperate  with  other  educational  in¬ 
stitutions  in  the  area  with  respect  to 
noncommercial  educational  television. 
No  objections  were  filed  to  the  proposed 
reservation. 

Conclusions 

571.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
reservation  of  Channel  2  in  Minneapolis- 
St.  Paul  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  is  finalized. 


Friday,  May  2,  1952 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


3983 


CPEtN  BAY  AND  MILWAUKEE,  WISCONSIN 

572.  ^a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservation; 


City 

VHF  Ch.'in- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  So. 

nrl  No. 

f) 

.\iilwaukt‘c,  Wis . 

4,  *10, 12 

19. 2S,  31 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Milwaukee  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  871,000.  The  city  of  Milwaukee 
has  a  population  of  637,000.  The  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  of  Green  Bay  has 
a  population  of  98,000.  The  city  of 
Green  Bay  has  a  population  of  53,000. 

(c^  Existing  station.  The  Journal 
Company  is  licensed  for  the  operation  of 
Station  WTMJ-TV  in  Milwaukee  on 
Channel  3.  The  licensee  was  ordered  to 
show  cause  why  the  license  of  WTMJ- 
TV  should  not  be  modified  to  specify 
Channel  4  in  lieu  of  Channel  3.  The  li¬ 
censee  did  not  file  any  opposition  to  the 
show  cause  order. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Green  Bay 
newspaper  Company.  The  Green  Bay 
Newspaper  Company  requested  the  addi¬ 
tional  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  2  to 
Green  Bay.  No  other  changes  in  the 
assignments  proposed  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice  were  requested. 

(e)  Statement  m  support  of  Green 
Bay  Newspaper  Company  counterpro^ 
fosal.  Green  Bay  New'spaper  Company 
urged  that  assignment  of  Channel  2  to 
Green  Bay  would  provide  a  fair,  efficient 
and  equitable  distribution  of  television 
facilities;  that  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  2  to  Green  Bay  conforms  fuHy  with 
the  Commission’s  standards  and  serves 
the  priorities  set  forth  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice:  and  that  the  additional  assignment 
of  Channel  2  could  be  obtained  without 
depriving  any  city  of  a  proposed  assign¬ 
ment  under  the  Commission’s  Third 
Notice.  Further,  it  was  asserted  that 
there  are  no  cities  or  metropolitan  areas 
to  the  west,  north  or  east  of  Green  Bay 
within  approximately  200  miles  which 
have  a  population  greater  than  Green 
Bay;  that  the  nearest  city  larger  than 
Green  Bay  is  Milwaukee,  approximately 
100  miles  to  the  south;  and  that  the 
Green  Bay  community  is  the  second 
largest  distribution  and  jobbing  outlet 
and  the  third  largest  retail  center  in  Wis¬ 
consin.  'The  distance  between  Green 
Bay  and  Chicago,  the  nearest  city  where 
Channel  2  is  proposed  to  be  assigned,  is 
182  miles.  The  nearest  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  assignment  proposed  is  Channel  3  to 
Madison,  Wisconsin,  121  miles  from 
Green  Bay. 

(f)  Joint  counterproposal  of  the  Wis¬ 
consin  Broadcasting  System,  Inc.,  and 
Hearst  Radio,  Inc.,  and  the  counterpro- 
Posal  of  Milwaukee  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany.  The  Wisconsin  Broadcasting 
System,  Inc.,  and  Hearst  Radio,  Inc., 
filed  a  Joint  counterproposal  ‘and  the 
Milwaukee  Broadcasting  Company  filed 
an  Identical  counterproposal  requesting 
the  a.ssignment  of  Channel  6  to  Milwau- 
Jfee  by  deleting  it  from  Green  Bay  and 
substituting  Channel  2  to  replace  Chan- 
iiel  6  in  Green  Bay  as  follows: 


j  Third  Notice 

Proposed  chaiijn's 

City 

VHF  Chanm  l 
No. 

UHF  rhannel  i 
No. 

VH  F  Chaiuie) 
No. 

1  UHF  Channel 
No. 

Orron  Bav,  Wis . . . . 

f> 

.  ,  12] 

4,  [6],  10, 12 

MiJuuukec,  Wis _ 

4,  no,  12 

19,  25. 31 

•  ‘  19,  25, 31 

»  Channel  not  specified. 


(g)  The  assignment  of  Channel  6  in  , 
Milwaukee  would  result  in  a  167  mile  co¬ 
channel  separation  between  Milwaukee 
and  Station  WCKJ-TV  at  Davenport,  Iowa 
in  Zone  I. 

(h)  Statement  in  support  of  Wis¬ 
consin  Broadcasting  System,  Inc.,  and 
Hearst  Radio,  Inc.,  and  Milwaukee 
Broadcasting  Company  counterpro¬ 
posals.  It  was  urged  that  §  3.606  of  the 
Commission’s  Rules  assign  Channels  3, 
6,  8,  and  10  to  Milwaukee;  that  under 
the  Third  Notice,  however,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  proposed  to  assign  VHP  Channels 
4,  10  and  12  to  Milwaukee  with  Channel 
10  reserved  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use;  and  that  the  result  under  the 
Commission’s  proposed  assignments  is  to 
leave  available  for  applicants  only  Chan¬ 
nels  12, 19,  25,  arid  31.**  It  was  urged  that 
the  restoration  of  Channel  6  in  Mil¬ 
waukee  and  the  assignment  of  Channel 
2  to  Green  Bay  would  satisfy  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Commission’s  rules  and 
standards  in  relation  to  the  assignments 
proposed  for  other  communities  under 
the  Third  Notice.  It  W’as  also  contended 
that  the  assignments  proposed  in  the 
Third  Notice  are  inadequate  to  meet  the 
pressing  and  immediate  needs  for  com¬ 
petitive  commercial  television  service; 
and  that  the  assignment  to  Milwaukee  of 
only  two  VHP  channels  for  commercial 
use  will  extend  for  an  additional  and 
considerable  period  of  time  the  adverse 
effects  upon  competition  which  presently 
exist  in  Milwaukee.  Further,  it  was 
stated  that  there  are  258,000  VHP  re¬ 
ceivers  in  the  hands  of  the  public  in 
Milwaukee.  Finally,  It  was  urged  that 
because  of  the  population,  size  and  eco¬ 
nomic  importance  of  Milwaukee,  it  Is 
one  of  the  key  economic  links  in  every 
chain  of  television  broadcast  stations  for 
network  service. 

(i)  Oppositions  to  Wisconsin  Broad¬ 
casting  System,  Inc.,  and  Hearst  Radio, 
Inc.  and  Milwaukee  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposals.  Oppositions  to 
the  Milw’aukee  counterproposal  “  have 
been  filed  by  WJIM,  Inc.,  Lansing, 
Michigan,  and  Central  Broadcasting 
Company,  Davenport,  Iowa,  on  the 
grounds  of  interference  to  existing  Sta¬ 
tions  WJIM-TV  and  WOC-TV,  respec¬ 
tively.  It  was  urged  that  the  assign- 


At  the  “freeze”  date,  one  VHF  channel 
had  been  assigned  (WTMJ-TV)  and  Wis¬ 
consin  Broadcasting,  Hearst  Radio,  and  Mil¬ 
waukee  Broadcasting  Company  (WEMP), 
were  In  hearing  and  had  petitlojied  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  immediate  grant  of  their  non¬ 
competing  applications  for  the  remaining 
three  VHP  channels. 

”  Music  Broadcasting  Company,  Grand 
Rapids,  Michigan,  opposed  the  Milwaukee 
counterproposal  since  it  conflicted  with  its 
counterproposal.  Elsewhere  in  this  decision 
we  have  denied  the  counterproposal  of  Music 
Broadcasting  Company  for  the  reasons  there 
stated. 


ment  of  Channel  6  to  Milwaukee  W’ould 
result  in  interference  to  these  existing 
stations. 

ij)  Station  WOC-'TV  is  presently  op¬ 
erating  on  Channel  5  in  Davenport  and 
the  Commission  has  proposed  that  WOC- 
TV  be  shifted  to  Channel  6.  WJIM-TV 
Is  licensed  to  operate  on  Channel  6  in 
Lansing,  Michigan  and  the  Commission 
has  proposed  no  change  in  the  licensed 
frequency  of  that  station.  The  separa¬ 
tions  between  the  City  of  Milwaukee  and 
the  cities  of  Lansing  and  Davenport  are 
171  and  170  miles  respectively.  The  sep¬ 
arations  between  the  City  of  Milwaukee 
and  the  present  transmitter  sites  of 
WOC-TV  and  WJIM-TV  are  167  and 
173  miles,  respectively.  It  was  asserted 
by  the  Milwaukee  parties  that  it  would 
be  possible  to  locate  a  station  in  Mil¬ 
waukee  on  Channel  6  which  w’ould  meet 
the  minimum  required  co-channel  sepa¬ 
ration  between  transmitters  of  170  miles. 
It  was  claimed  by  Central  Broadcasting 
Company  that  although  the  Commission 
proposed  to  move  WfXJ-TV  from  Chan¬ 
nel  5  to  Channel  6  in  order  to  eliminate 
interference,  the  counterproposal  of  the 
Milwaukee  parties  w’ould  result  in  the 
interference  situation  which  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  proposal  would  avoid. 

(k)  The  Mihoaukee  educational  res¬ 
ervation.  The  Milwaukee  Educators’ 
Committee  on  Television  and  the  Mil¬ 
waukee  Vocational  and  Adult  Schools 
supported  the  reservation  of  VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  10  at  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin.  The 
Milwaukee  Educators’  Committee  on 
Television  comprises  the  mayor,  city  of 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin  State  College, 
University  of  Wisconsin  (Milwaukee  Ex¬ 
tension  Division),  Milwaukee  Public 
Schools,  and  Milwaukee  Vocational  and 
Adult  Schools.  Numerous  civic,  reli¬ 
gious,  labor  and  business  organizations 
and  the  State  Radio  Council  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin  also  supported  the  reservation.  The 
Board  of  Vocational  and  Adult  Educa¬ 
tion  of  Milw’aukee  passed  a  resolution 
supporting  the  reservation  and  in¬ 
structed  the  director  of  the  Milwaukee 
Vocational  and  Adult  Schools  to  file  a 
statement  with  the  Commission  which 
contained  the  following  points:  (1)  The 
board  was  prepared  to  cooperate  in  de¬ 
veloping  local  educational  television  pro¬ 
grams;  (2)  the  director  was  authorized 
to  make  a  survey  of  all  pertinent  facts 
which  relate  to  the  proposed  television 
station;  (3)  the  board  was  prepared  on 
the  basis  of  favorable  and  conclusive 
findings  to  assume  the  responsibility  for 
the  construction  of  such  a  station,  pro¬ 
vided  that  it  was  assured  by  the  coop¬ 
erating  bodies,  or  by  the  city,  that  costs 
of  operation  would  be  equitably  shared 
according  to  a  formula  to  be  agreed  upon 
before  construction  was  ordered.  Pend* 
Ing  the  outcome  of  the  survey  the  board 
stated  that  it  “will  very  probably  ear¬ 
mark  a  sum  sufficiently  large  to  begin 
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such  work  as  can  be  undertaken  and 
completed  in  the  next  fiscal  year,  pro¬ 
vided  the  Federal  Communications  Com¬ 
mission  thinks  well  of  the  proposal  of  the 
board  to  build  a  station  on  its  property 
in  Milwaukee  and  will  reserve  the  use  of 
VHP  Channel  10  for  the  proposed  sta¬ 
tion.”  The  Milwaukee  Educators’  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Television  submitted  a  detailed 
listing  of  proposed  television  programs 
designed  for  class  room  use  and  adult 
education.  The  Milwaukee  Vocational 
and  Adult  Schools  stated  it  could  “legally 
raise  all  the  funds  needed  to  build  a  tele¬ 
vision  station.” 

(1)  Oppositions  to  the  educational 
reservation.  Wisconsin  Broadcasting 
System.  Inc.,  and  Hearst  Radio,  Inc., 
proposed  to  increase  the  number  of 
commercial  VHP  channels  in  Milwaukee 
from  two  to  four  by  proposing  to  add 
VHP  Channel  6  and  by  proposing  to  shift 
the  proposed  reservation  to  the  UHP. 
The  parties  stated  that  substantial  pub¬ 
lic  interest  in  having  immediate  and 
effective  competition  among  local  and 
network  services  required  the  recom¬ 
mended  changes.  Hearst  Radio  stated 
the  Board  of  Vocational  and  Adult  Edu¬ 
cation  was  not  in  a  position,  financially 
or  otherwise,  to  construct  and  operate 
an  educational  television  station.  Hearst 
Radio  stated  further  that  if  Channel  10 
were  reserved  there  was  no  prospect  of 
any  additional  VHP  service  in  Milwaukee 
for  an  indefinite,  and  in  any  event  a 
considerable  period  of  time.  It  was  con- 
tended  that  competition  for  the  one  re¬ 
maining  VHP  channel  would  prevent  the 
possibility  of  an  additional  VHP  station 
for  some  time  to  come.  Hearst  Radio 
stated  that  the  educators  did  not  claim 
they  would  be  unduly  prejudiced  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  fact  that  there  are  no  UHP 
receivers  in  the  Milwaukee  area.  It  was 
claimed  that  the  Board  of  Vocational 
and  Adult  Education  would  not  have  to 
pioneer  in  the  UHP  field  since  a  com¬ 
mercial  applicant  has  applied  for  a  UHP 
channel,  and  by  the  time  the  Board  was 
ready  to  build  and  operate  an  educa¬ 
tional  station,  there  would  be  a  sub¬ 
stantial  number  of  UHP  receivers  in  the 
area. 

Conclusions:  Milwaukee  Educational 
Reservation 

573.  We  do  not  believe,  on  the  basis  of 
the  record,  that  the  reservation  of  VHP 
Channel  10  should  be  changed.  The 
educational  interests  in  Milwaukee  have 
shown  a  strong  Interest  In  establishing 
a  non-commercial  educational  station 
and  they  have  presented  a  concrete  plan 
for  the  establishment  of  such  a  station. 
The  Milwaukee  Vocational  and  Adult 
Schools  are  confident  that  the  taxes  re¬ 
served  to  them  by  state  law  will  enable 
them  to  raise  the  funds  necessary  for 
the  construction  of  a  station.  The  Mil¬ 
waukee  Educators’  Committee  on  Tele¬ 
vision  demonstrated  that  the  educators 
are  working  together  to  solve  the  prob¬ 
lems  that  must  be  faced  In  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  non-commercial  educational 
station.  The  educators  have  made  it 
clear  that  the  finalization  of  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  VHP  Channel  10  is  one  of  the 


steps  required  before  the  educators  can 
proceed  with  their  plans  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  an  educational  station.  The 
reservation  of  VHP  Channel  10  would 
still  leave  available  for  commercial  in¬ 
terests  one  VHP  and  three  UHP  channels 
which  have  not  yet  been  assigned.”  No 
legal  right  or  preference  to  a  commercial 
VHP  channel  inures  to  Hearst  Radio  and 
Wisconsin  Broadcasting  by  reason  of 
their  past  participation  in  a  hearing  for 
assignment  'of  VHP  channels  in  Mil¬ 
waukee  w^hich  was  not  carried  to  com¬ 
pletion  due  to  the  “freeze.”  We  believe 
the  opinion  of  the  Commission  issued  on 
December  12,  1951,  in  connection  with 
the  requests  for  oral  hearing  of  Daily 
News  Television  Company,  et  al.,  makes 
clear  that  the  Commission,  in  a  pro¬ 
ceeding  such  as  this,  may  change  the 
assignment  of  VHP  channels  in  Mil¬ 
waukee  under  the  circumstances  pre¬ 
sented.  Accordingly,  on  the  basis  of  the 
record,  the  counterproposal  of  the  Wis¬ 
consin  Broadcasting  System.  Inc.,  and 
Hearst  Radio.  Inc.,  to  change  the  reser¬ 
vation  from  VHP  Channel  10  to  a  UHP 
channel,  is  denied;  and  the  reservation 
of  VHP  Channel  10  for  non-commercial 
educational  television  use  in  Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Green  Bay  and  Milwaukee 

574.  The  counterproposal  to  add  VHP 
Channel  2  to  Green  Bay  in  addition  to 
VHP  Channel  6  is  mutually  exclusive  with 
those  of  the  Milwaukee  parties  to  add 
VHP  Channel  6  to  Milw-aukee  by  deleting 
it  from  Green  Bay.  It  is  our  view  that 
the  record  does  not  support  the  addition 
of  a  fourth  VHP  channel  to  Milwaukee 
in  preference  to  a  second  VHP  channel 
for  Green  Bay.  The  city  of  Green  Bay 
is  a  large  commercial  center  with  diversi¬ 
fied  businesses  and  industries  and  the 
record  supports  the  need  of  this  area  for 
a  second  assignment. 

575.  In  addition,  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channels  2  and  6  to  Green  Bay  are 
in  accordance  with  our  standards 
adopted  herein.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
counterproposal  of  the  Milwaukee  parties 
would  require  a  deviation  from  our  rules 
and  standards.  Elsew'here  in  this  de¬ 
cision  we  have  determined  that  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  creating  new  assignments  the 
minimum  separation  between  a  city  and 
an  existing  authorized  transmitter  shall 
be  170  miles.  The  distance  between 
WOC-TV  and  Milwaukee,  however,  is 
only  167  miles. 

576.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
counterproposals  of  the  Milwaukee 
Broadcasting  Company  and  the  Joint 
counterproposal  of  the  Wisconsin  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Inc.,  and  the  Hearst 
Radio,  Inc.,  are  denied,  and  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  the  Green  Bay  Broadcasting 
Company  is  granted. 

Conclusions:  WTMJ  Show  Cause  Order 

577.  An  appropriate  authorization  will 
be  issued  to  the  Journal  Company  to 
specify  operation  of  WTMJ-TV  on  Chan¬ 
nel  4  in  Milwaukee. 

'•  See  also  the  discussion  of  the  educa¬ 
tional  reservation  in  Boston. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


578.  Tlie  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted; 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
lU'l  No. 

I’H  K  Chan* 
m-l  .No. 

Oreen  Bay,  Wis . 

2,B 

Milwau^tee,  Wis . 

4.  ♦10,12 

lM,25,3i 

WISCONSIN  EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATIONS 


579.  (a)  Proposed  reservations,  in 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  educational  reserva¬ 
tions  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin: 

Channel 


City:  .  No. 

Eau  Claire _ ‘lO 

L>a  Crosse _ *32 

Madison  _  *21 

Marinette  _  *38 

Milwaukee  ‘  _  *10 

Duluth,  Minn. -Superior,  Wls _  *8 


>  The  Milwaukee  educational  reservation 
Is  discussed  above. 

(b)  Eau  Claire.  Wisconsin  State  Col¬ 
lege,  Eau  Claire,  and  the  JCET  supported 
the  reservation  of  UHP  Channel  19. 
Wisconsin  State  College  stated  it  was 
prepared  to  cooperate  in  any  state-wide 
program  of  television  service  which  the 
people  of  Wisconsin  might  establish.  No 
objections  were  made  to  the  proposed 
reservation. 

(c)  La  Crosse.  La  Crosse  State  Col¬ 
lege  and  JCET  supported  the  reservation 
of  UHP  Channel  32.  The  College  stated 
that  it  has  supported  the  development 
of  radio  as  an  educational  tool;  that  it 
has  encouraged  the  establishment  of  the 
state  radio  FM  network ;  and  that  it  has 
worked  for  the  effective  use  of  radio  in 
the  schools  of  the  La  Crosse  area.  The 
College  stated  it  was  ready  to  cooperate 
in  any  State-wide  program  of  television 
service  which  the  people  of  Wisconsin 
might  decide  to  establish.  No  objections 
were  made  to  the  proposed  reservation. 

(d)  Madison.  The  University  of  Wis¬ 
consin  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  21  for  Madison.  The  University 
stated  that  it  had  taken  steps  to  design 
a  system  of  educational  television  trans¬ 
mission  throughout  the  state  and  to  in¬ 
corporate  television  program  study  in 
Its  courses. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  Radio  Wis¬ 
consin,  Inc.  Radio  Wisconsin.  Inc.,  pro¬ 
posed  that  the  educational  reservation 
in  Madison  be  shifted  from  UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  21  to  VHP  Channel  3.  In  the  Third 
Notice  the  Commission  had  proposed  to 
assign  VHP  Channel  3  and  UHF  Chan¬ 
nels  27  and  33  for  commercial  television 
and  to  reserve  UHP  Channel  21  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  television. 
Radio  Wisconsin  urged  that  the  public 
is  best  served  when  several  broadcasting 
stations  with  equal  transmission  facili¬ 
ties  are  compelled  to  compete  for  their 
audiences  on  the  basis  of  the  quality  of 
the  programs  they  broadcast;  that  such 
equality  promotes  the  financial  health  of 
all  the  broadcasters  and  eliminates  the 
probability  of  marginal  operation  (finan¬ 
cially  and  programwise)  which  would 
exist  if  one  station  had  superior  facili- 
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ties  compared  with  the  other  stations  in 
the  same  community;  and  that  such 
equality  for  commercial  broadcasters 
could  be  brought  about  in  Madison  by 
placing  the  three  commercial  assign¬ 
ments  in  the  UHF  band  and  shifting  the 
reservation  to  VHF  Channel  3. 

(f)  Oppositions  to  Radio  Wisconsin 
counterproposal.  This  proposal  of  Ra¬ 
dio  Wisconsin  was  opposed  by  Monona 
Broadcasting  Company,  and  Badger 
Broadcasting  Company.  These  parties 
contended  that  commercial  interests 
were  in  a  position  to  make  use  of  the 
VHP  channel  immediately  while  its  res¬ 
ervation  would  result  at  best  in  substan¬ 
tial  delay  in  its  use;  and  that  better  use 
of  the  channel  would  be  made  program- 
wise  by  commercial  interests.  It  was 
further  stated  that  intermixture  of  VHP 
and  UHF  was  supported  by  the  Com¬ 
mission.  Monona  Broadcasting  stated 
that  Wisconsin  Broadcasting’s  principle, 
if  valid,  would  have  to  be  applied  gen¬ 
erally  and  a  broad  revision  of  the  assign¬ 
ment  plan  would  be  required. 

(g)  Marinette.  The  Wisconsin  State 
Radio  Council  supported  the  reservation 
for  non-commercial  use  of  Channel  38 
for  Marinette.  No  objections  were  made 
to  the  proposed  reservation. 

(h)  Duluth.  Minn.-Superior.Wis.  The 
JCET  supported  the  reservation  of  Chan¬ 
nel  8  for  Duluth-Superior.  The  JCET 
pointed  out  that  the  following  educa¬ 
tional  institutions  would  be  served  by  an 
educational  television  station  in  the 
area:  College  of  St.  Scholastica,  Duluth; 
Ely  Junior  College,  Eveleth  Junior  Col¬ 
lege,  Hibbing  Junior  College,  Itasca  • 
Junior  College,  Virginia  Junior  College, 
Ashland  County  Normal  School,  North¬ 
land  College,  and  State  College,  Superior, 
Wisconsin.  No  objections  were  made  to 
the  proposed  reservation. 

(i)  Racine.  The  Racine  Public  Li¬ 
brary  filed  a  sworn  statement  requesting 
the  reservation  of  a  channel  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  television  use  at 
Racine,  Wisconsin.  The  Public  Library 
stated  that  the  reservation  of  a  channel 
at  Milwaukee  did  not  provide  for  effec¬ 
tive  community  participation  in  the 
Racine-Kenosha  area.  It  was  contended 
that  the  needs  of  the  area  would  be  bet¬ 
ter  met  by  the  reservation  of  a  UHF 
channel  at  Racine.  No  specific  channel 
was  requested.  Incorporated  in  the 
statement  filed  by  the  Library  were  let¬ 
ters  from  various  educational  and  labor 
organizations.  No  objections  were  filed 
to  this  proposal. 

(j)  Support  and  counterproposal  of 
Wisconsin  State  Radio  Council.  The 
Wisconsin  State  Radio  Council  sup¬ 
ported  the  Commission’s  proposal  to  re¬ 
serve  six  channels  for  noncommercial 
educational  television  use  in  the  State  of 
Wisconsin.  While  supporting  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  proposal  the  State  Radio  Coun¬ 
cil  stated  that  the  six  channels  proposed 
for  reservation  were  inadequate  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  State-wide  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  television  service.  Accordingly, 
the  Radio  Council  requested  six  addi¬ 
tional  channel  reservations  to  meet  the 
educational  needs  of  the  State.  The 
University  of  Wisconsin  at  Madison,  Wis¬ 
consin  supported  the  State  Radio  Coun¬ 
cil  in  its  request  that  six  additional 
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channels  be  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  television  use.  An  engineer¬ 
ing  study  conducted  by  the  Radio  Coun¬ 
cil  indicated  that  a  network  of  twelve 
stations  would  be  needed  to  provide  at 
least  Class  B  service  throughout  Wiscon¬ 
sin.  These  could  be  interconnected  and 
operated  simultaneously  through  the 
establishment  of  twelve  microwave  relay 
stations.  The  Radio  Council  estimated 
that  the  proposed  twelve  station  network 
could  be  constructed  for  less  than  $3,- 
000,000  and  stated  that  this  sum  is  but 
a  fraction  of  the  total  amount  invested 
in  educational  plant  and  equipment  in 
the  State.  The  Wisconsin  State  Radio 
Council  at  Madison,  Wisconsin,  is  a 
policy-making,  administrative  and  ex¬ 
ecutive  board  created  by  the  1945  State 
legislature  to  “plan,  construct,  and  de¬ 
velop  a  state  system  of  radio  broadcast¬ 
ing  for  the  presentation  of  educational 
informational  and  public  service  pro¬ 
grams.’’  The  Governor  of  Wisconsin  has 
designated  the  Council  as  the  appropri¬ 
ate  agency  to  “take  action  to  acquaint 
the  Commission  with  the  desire  of  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  to  have  channels  re¬ 
served  for  educational  use.’’  The  Coun¬ 
cil,  as  an  indication  of  its  interest  in 
educational  broadcasting,  pointed  to  its 
operation  of  an  educational  network  of 
two  AM  stations  and  six  PM  stations  with 
two  additional  PM  stations  under  con¬ 
struction.  No  objections  were  made  to 
the  proposed  additional  six  reservations. 

Conclusions:  Eau  Claire.  La  Crosse, 

Marinette.  Duluth,  Minnesota-Supe¬ 
rior,  Wisconsin 

580.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
proposed  reservation  of  the  following 
channels  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  are  finalized: 


city;  Channel  No. 

Eau  Claire _ *19 

La  Crosse _ *32 

Marinette _ *38 

Duluth,  Mlnn.-Superlor,  Wls _ _  *8 


Conclusions:  Madison 

581.  It  is  our  view  that  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Radio  Wisconsin,  Inc.  re¬ 
questing  that  the  educational  reservation 
in  Madison  be  shifted  from  UHP  Chan¬ 
nel  21  to  VHP  Channel  3  should  be  de¬ 
nied.  We  do  not  believe  that  the 
arguments  advanced  by  Radio  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  Inc.  for  the  assignment  of  all  com¬ 
mercial  stations  in  the  UHF  outweigh 
such  other  important  factors,  as  wide 
VHP  coverage,  which  have  led  to  the 
adoption  of  our  general  policy  concern¬ 
ing  the  reservation  of  VHP  channels  for 
noncommercial  educational  stations.  We 
have  proposed  the  assignment  of  only 
one  VHP  channel  to  Madison;  and  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  the  educational 
interests  in  that  community  have  not  re¬ 
quested  the  reservation  of  that  VHP 
channel  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  and  have  made  no  showing  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  utilization  of  a  VHF  channel 
we  do  not  believe  the  record  supports  the 
shifting  of  the  educational  reservation 
to  the  only  VHF  channel  in  Madison. 
Accordingly,  the  counterproposal  of 
Radio  Wisconsin,  Inc.  is  denied,  and  the 
reservation  of  Channel  21  in  Madison 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  ie 
finalized. 


Conclusions:  Additional  Reservations  in 
Wisconsm 

582.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  we  be¬ 
lieve  the  Wisconsin  State  Radio  Council’s 
counterproposal  should  be  granted.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  following  additional  reser¬ 
vations  of  channels  for  use  by  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  stations  have  been 
made  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin: 


UHF 

City:  Channel  No. 

Shell  Lake . *30 

Park  Falls _  *18 

Wausau _  *48 

Adams.. _  *58 

Chilton . *24 

Richland  Center _ -  *66 


Conclusions:  Racine 

583.  In  light  of  the  action  taken  above 
finalizing  the  reservation  of  six  channels 
proposed  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  in  the  Third  Notice  (including 
VHP  Channel  8  at  Milwaukee,  approxi¬ 
mately  20  miles  from  Racine)  and  mak¬ 
ing  available  six  additional  assignments 
for  such  use,  the  Commission  believes 
that  adequate  provision  has  been  made 
for  noncommercial  educational  televi¬ 
sion  in  Wisconsin.  Accordingly,  the  re¬ 
quest  from  the  Racine  Public  Library 
is  denied. 

Final  Reservations 


584.  The  following  reservations  ara 
finalized  in  Wisconsin; 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan- 
Del  No. 

Eau  Claire _ _ _ 

•19 

La  Crosse _ 

•32 

Madison _ _ 

•21 

Marinette _ _ _ 

•38 

•10 

Duluth,  Minn.-Superior, 
Wis. 

•8 

Shell  I.ake . 

•30 

•18 

Wausau _ _ _ _ i 

•4fl 

Adams . . . . 

•.w 

•24 

Richland  Center . 

•«6 

COLUMBIA,  MISSOURI,  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 


585.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  'Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  3  channels  for 
Columbia:  VHF  Channel  8  and  UHP 
Channels  16  and  22.  Columbia  was  des¬ 
ignated  as  a  “primarily  educational  cen¬ 
ter”  and  the  Commission  proposed  the 
reservation  of  Channel  8  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  University  of 
Missouri.  The  University  of  Missouri 
requested  that  the  Commission  author¬ 
ize  “commercial  operation  on  the  chan¬ 
nels  reserved  for  educational  institutions 
to  an  amount  equal  to  50  percent  of  the 
broadcast  day.”  The  sworn  statement 
of  the  university  again  requested  partial 
commercialization  of  the  channel  but 
made  no  reference  to  the  degree  of  com¬ 
mercialization  desired. 

(c)  Statements  in  support  of  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Missouri  counterproposal.  The 
university  stated  that  funds  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  station  would  be  available 
but  that  funds  for  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  station  would  not  be 
available  for  an  Indefinite  period.  The 
Radio  Committee  of  the  University,  after 
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conferences  with  State  officials,  was  con¬ 
vinced  the  State  legislature  would  not 
authorize  the  operation  of  the  television 
station  at  State  expense  and  that  funds 
from  commercial  programs  must  be  used 
for  the  television  operation.  The  uni¬ 
versity  stated  that  unless  the  Commission 
permits  partial  commercialization  for 
nonprofit  operation  it  would  have  no  al¬ 
ternative  but  to  apply  for  a  commercial 
station.  The  university  stated  that  it 
did  not  desire  to  operate  a  commercial 
station  for  profit  but  preferred  rather 
to  operate  a  partially  commercial  non¬ 
profit  station.  The  university  stated  that 
if  the  station  were  permitted  to  commer¬ 
cialize  partially  so  that  it  could  telecast 
programs  originated  by  one  of  the  major 
networks  the  station  would  have  a  suffi¬ 
cient  variety  of  programs  to  make  it  at¬ 
tractive  to  the  viewers  and  thus  be  able 
to  hold  an  audience  against  competing 
commercial  stations.  The  university 
also  stated  that  if  partial  commercial¬ 
ization  were  permitted  it  would  inter¬ 
sperse  commercial  programs  between 
educational  programs;  that  it  proposed 
to  inaugurate  a  series  of  educational 
programs  in  agriculture,  domestic  sci¬ 
ence,  farm  management,  animal  hus¬ 
bandry,  horticulture,  music,  music  ap¬ 
preciation,  the  dramatic  arts,  sciences, 
and  other  programs  of  an  educational 
nature  which  might  from  time  to  time  be 
desirable ;  and  that  in  order  to  make  the 
educational  programs  of  the  station  most 
effective  and  to  cover  the  various  phases 
of  education,  high  schools  and  nearby 
colleges  would  be  solicited  to  prepare  and 
present  educational  programs  if  the  pro¬ 
posed  station  should  become  a  reality. 

(d)  Stephens  College,  Columbia,  sup¬ 
ported  the  proposal  of  the  University  of 
Missouri.  The  College  stated  that  al¬ 
though  it  did  not  intend  to  operate  a 
television  station  it  was  interested  in  a 
television  station  from  the  point  of  view 
of  using  it  as  a  significant  teaching  aid. 

(e)  No  party  affinnatively  supported 
the  proposed  reservation  of  Chaimel  8 
for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

(f)  Opposition  of  KFRU,  Inc.,  Colum~ 
bia.  Missouri.  KFRU  opposed  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  University  for  partial  com¬ 
mercial  operation  on  VHP  Channel  8  on 
the  grounds  that  such  an  operation 
would  give  the  University  unfair  compe¬ 
titive  advantages  over  a  commercial  li¬ 
censee,  and  stated  it  had  no  objection  to 
the  reservation  of  Channel  8  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.’" 

Tlie  Board  of  Curatore  of  the  University 
of  Missouri  filed  with  the  Commission  Mo¬ 
tions  to  Strike  the  entire  affidavit  of  H.  J. 
Waters,  Jr.  filed  on  behalf  of  KFRU,  Inc.  for 
the  reason  that  it  Is  hearsay;  If  the  Com- 
mlaslon  does  not  strike  the  entire  affidavit, 
the  board  moved  that  certain  portions  of 
the  affidavit  be  stricken  for  the  reasons  that 
it  is  opinion  testimony  not  supported  by  any 
facts,  that  the  statements  are  conclusions  of 
the  affiant,  and  that  the  statements  are  Ir¬ 
relevant  and  Immaterial  to  the  issues  in  this 
proceeding.  A  Motion  to  Strike  is  directed 
against  the  entire  affidavit  of  A.  D.  McLarty 
filed  on  behalf  of  KFRU,  Inc.  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements  are  immaterial  and  ir¬ 
relevant  to  the  issues  In  this  proceeding. 
KFRU,  Inc.,  filed  with  the  Commission  a 
reply  to  the  Motions  to  Strike  negativing  the 
objections  raised  by  the  Board  of  Curators. 
The  Motions  to  Strike  are  Denied  since  they 


Conclusions 

586.  We  have  above  in  another  por¬ 
tion  of  this  report  denied  the  request  of 
the  University  of  Missouri  that  Uie 
Commission  authorize  partial  or  limited 
commercial  operation  on  channels  re¬ 
served  for  use  by  educational  stations. 
There  is  no  evidence  or  support  in  the 
record  for  the  reservation  of  a  channel 
in  Columbia  for  use  by  a  noncommercial 
educational  station.  On  the  contrary, 
the  University  of  Missouri  stated  that 
it  wishes  to  operate  on  Channel  8  as  a 
commercial  station  if  it  cannot  operate 
in  a  partial  or  limited  commercial  man¬ 
ner.  The  University  cannot  under  these 
circumstances  be  given  any  preferential 
treatment  by  way  of  a  reservation  but 
will  be  required  to  compete  equally  with 
applicants  for  commercial  channels. 
Accordingly,  the  counterproposal  of  the 
University  of  Missouri  is  denied,  and, 
in  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  educational 
reservation  is  deleted  and  Channel  8  is 
assigned  to  Columbia  for  commercial 
use. 

Final  Assignments 


587.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted: 


city 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No, 

nel  No. 

Columbia..... _ ...... 

8 

16,22 

KANSAS  CITY,  MISSOURI;  AND  LAWRENCE 
KANSAS 


588.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

1 

VIIF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

ncJ  No. 

nel  No. 

Lawrence,  Kan.x _ _ 

•11 

17 

Kansiis  City,  Mo _ 

4, 6,  *9 

19,23 

go  only  to  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the  evi¬ 
dence  and  not  to  Ite  admissibility,  material¬ 
ity,  and  competency  as  evidenced  in  this  pro¬ 
ceeding.  KFRU,  Inc.,  on  October  15,  1951, 
filed  with  the  Commission  a  Motion  to  Strike 
all  or  certain  parts  of  the  affidavit  of  Lester 
E.  Cox,  member  of  the  Board  of  Curators  of 
the  University  of  Missouri,  and  of  the  veri¬ 
fied  letter  of  Homer  P.  Rainey,  filed  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  University  of  Missouri  on  the 
grounds  that  they  are  irrelevant,  immaterial 
and  unsupported  conclusions.  Further  ob¬ 
jection  is  made  to  the  affidavits  of  Mr.  Cox 
and  Mr.  Rainey  for  the  reason  that  the 
sworn  statements  deal  with  a  proposal  for 
limited  commercial  operation  by  educational 
stations,  a  matter  relating  to  Appendix  A 
of  the  Tlilrd  Notice,  while  the  University  of 
Missouri  in  its  Initial  Comments  did  not  di¬ 
rect  its  statements  to  Appendix  A.  On  Oc¬ 
tober  29,  1951,  the  Board  of  Curators  filed  a 
reply  to  the  Motion  to  Strike.  The  Board 
of  Curators  of  the  University  of  Missouri  on 
July  16,  1951,  filed  with  the  Commission  a 
request  to  amend  its  comments  of  May  7, 
1951,  to  also  refer  to  Appendix  A  of  the 
Third  Notice.  Further,  the  sworn  statements 
of  Mr.  Cox  end  Mr.  Rainey  of  September  24. 
1951,  are  consistent  with  tlie  initial  com¬ 
ments  of  the  Board  of  Curators.  The  other 
objections  to  the  statements  Involved  go 
only  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence  and  not 
to  Its  admissibility.  The  Motion  to  Strike 
is  therefore  Denied. 


(b)  Census  data.  The  Kansas  City 
standard  metropolitan  area  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  814,000  and  the  city  of  Kansas 
City  has  a  population  of  457,000.  The 
city  of  Lawrence  has  a  population  of 
23,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  Kansas  City 
Star  Company  is  licensed  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  Station  WDAF-TV,  Kansas  City, 

<on  Channel  4. 

(d)  The  Lawrence  educational  reser¬ 
vation.  The  University  of  Kansas, 
Lawrence,  supported  the  reservation  of 
VHF  Channel  11  in  LattTcnce  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  The  uni¬ 
versity  stated  it  was  resolved  to  provide 
an  educational  television  service.  It 
stated  that  it  had  made  careful  analysis 
of  cost,  personnel,  progi'amming,  equip¬ 
ment,  opportunities  for  educational  serv¬ 
ice,  and  financial  resources;  that  it  had 
pioneered  in  the  use  of  closed-circuit 
television  in  its  Medical  Center ;  and  that 
the  sources  which  it  could  draw  upon 
included  11  schools.  68  departments,  10 
divisions,  a  thousand  teachers,  and  a 
supporting  stjffi  of  an  additional  thou¬ 
sand.  The  university  also  stated  that 
its  Bureau  of  Lectures  and  Concert  Art¬ 
ists  furnished  during  the  year  over  3,000 
programs  to  400  communities,  and  that 
its  Bureau  of  Visual  Instruction,  as  one 
of  the  great  film  libraries  of  America, 
has  furnished  more  than  20.000  educa¬ 
tional  film  programs  in  response  to  re¬ 
quests  from  all  over  the  Nation.  As  fur¬ 
ther  evidence  of  its  interest  in  educa¬ 
tional  broadcasting,  the  university 
stated  that  it  has  operated  radio  station 
KFKU  since  1924  and  that  the  univer¬ 
sity’s  FM  station  KANU  was  scheduled 
to  go  on  the  air  in  January  1952  as  a 
full-time  10,000-watt  station.  It  was 
also  stated  that  in  June  1951  a  new  di¬ 
vision.  University  of  Kansas  Radio,  was 
formed,  a  full-time  director  of  radio  ap¬ 
pointed  and  the  full-time  staff  for  radio 
doubled.  Plans  were  also  approved  for 
2  new  studios  in  addition  to  those  al¬ 
ready  used  for  broadcasting.  The  uni¬ 
versity  stated  that  its  resources  make  it 
possible  for  television  to  be  properly 
financed;  and  that  in  the  fiscal  year  of 
1951-52  it  w’as  operating  on  a  budget 
of  $13,000,000  with  additional  funds  of 
$10,000,000  recently  allocated  for  the 
construction  of  new  buildings.  While 
the  university  acknowledged  that  the 
1951  legislature  did  not  appropriate 
specific  funds  for  an  educational  tele¬ 
vision  station,  evidence  was  submitted 
indicating  that  the  university  had  other 
sources  of  funds,  such  as  gifts  and  en¬ 
dowments,  w’hich  in  1950  were  more  than 
$1,000,000.  It  w’as  also  stated  that  the 
Kansas  State  Board  of  Regents,  the  gov¬ 
erning  body  of  the  university,  on  April 
20,  1951,  authorized  the  university  to 
apply  for  a  license  to  operate  a  television 
station.  The  university  said  that  engi¬ 
neering  surveys  have  been  prepared,  that 
a  University  Committee  on  Television 
has  been  formed,  and  that  “plans  are 
going  forward  swiftly  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  television  station  soon  after 
approval  is  granted  by  the  PCC.”  The 
university  stated  that  a  UHF  channel 
would  not  be  desirable  as  a  substitute  for 
the  proposed  VHF  assignment  since  it 
believed  that  UHF  at  the  present  time 


Friday,  May  2,  1952 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


3987 


4 


could  not  provide  the  desired  service 
coverage  required  by  the  needs  of  the 
area;  that  of  the  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  sets  in  use  in  the  area  few,  if  any, 
were  equipped  for  UHP  reception;  that 
since  the  citizens  of  Kansas  City,  Mis¬ 
souri,  also  claim  the  University  of  Kan¬ 
sas  as  their  university  it  was  its  intent 
to  use  its  proposed  television  station  to 
provide  service  not  only  to  a  large  por¬ 
tion  of  the  population  of  Kansas,  but  also 
to  metropolitan  Kansas  City,  Missouri. 
The  university  submitted  a  detailed  list 
of  suggested  television  programs  under 
the  categories  of  medicine  and  public 
health,  science,  education,  home  eco¬ 
nomics  and  miscellaneous.  The  univer¬ 
sity’s  statement  Included  letters  of  sup¬ 


port  for  Its  proposed  educational  televi¬ 
sion  station  from  civic,  educational  and 
religious  groups.  (Lawrence,  Kansas, 
was  designated  as  a  “primarily  educa¬ 
tional  center.’’) 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  the  Midland 
Broadcasting  Company.  KCMO  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  and  WHB  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Co.  The  Midland  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  KCMO  Broadcasting  Company 
and  WHB  Broadcasting  Company  filed 
an  opposition  to  the  reservation  of  VHP 
Channel  11  for  educational  purposes  at 
Lawrence  and  a  joint  counterproposal 
for  the  assignment  of  that  channel  to 
Kansas  City  by  making  the  following 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commission  in  the  Third  Notice; 


City 

j  Third  Notice 

j  Proposed  changes 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No, 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

•11 

4, 5.  *8 

17 

19,25 

4.  5, 9.  ill] 

•17.  [64] 
•19,25 

Midland  individually  proposed  the  assignment  of  Channel  11  to  Kansas  City  by  its 
deletion  at  Lawrence  and  the  interchange  of  Channels  2  and  9  between  St.  Joseph 
and  Kansas  City,  as  follows: 


City 

Third  Notice 

j  Proposed  changes 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

•11 
4, 5,  *9 

2 

17 
19,25 
30,  *36 

(2],  4, 6,  111 
19] 

•17,  IW] 
•19,  25 
30,  *36 

(h)  Alternate  counterproposal  of  the 
Midland  Broadcasting  Company  and 
WHB  Broadcasting  Company.  The  Mid¬ 
land  Broadcasting  Company  and  WHB 
Broadcasting  Company  requested  the  as¬ 
signment  of  a  fourth  VHP  assignment  to 
Kansas  City,  Missouri,  by  making  the 
following  changes  in  the  assignments 
proposed  by  the  Commission  in  the 
Third  Notice. 


1 

j  Third  Notice 

Counterproposal 

City 

1  VHF 

UHF 

VHF 

UHP 

1  Chan- 

Chan- 

Chan- 

Chan- 

1 

!  nel  No. 

1  1 

nel  No. 

1 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Pittsburg,  Kans . 

7 

.w 

(121 

3« 

Joplip,  Mo . 

12 

30 

(9 

30 

Kansas  City,  Mo _ 

4,  5,  *9 

19,25 

PH 

•19,25 

Bt.  Joseph,  Mo . 

2 

30,  *36 

30,  *36 

(i)  The  foregoing  changes  in  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice 
would  result  in  the  following  co-channel 
separations  in  Zone  II. 


Channel 

Cities 

Mileage 

12 

Pittsburg,  Kans.-Hutchinson, 
Kans. 

1  181 

9 

Joplin,  Mo.-St.  Joseph,  Mo _ 

IM 

7 

Kansas  CitV-Omaha,  Nebr _ 

ItIO 

7 

Kansas  City-Hannibal,  Mo 

178.5 

(j)  Statement  in  support  of  alternate 
Midland  and  WHB  counterproposal.  It 
was  urged  that  because  of  its  size  and 
importance  Kansas  City  should  be  as- 


(f)  The  assignment  of  Channel  11  to 
Kansas  City  would  result  in  a  co-channel 
separation  in  Zone  II  between  Kansas 
City  and  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  of  180  miles. 
The  minimum  separation  for  co-channel 
assignments  in  this  zone  is  190  miles. 

(g)  Statement  in  support  of  Midland 
Broadcasting  Company  et  al.  counter¬ 
proposal.  It  was  asserted  that  VHP 
Channel  11  could  not  be  successfully  used 
now  by  the  University  of  Kansas,  pri¬ 
marily  for  the  reason  that  it  has  no  pub¬ 
lic  funds  for  acquiring  and  maintaining 
a  television  station;  and  stated  that  the 
only  educational  bodies  or  institutions 
which  could  apply  for  and  use  VHP 
Channel  11  were  the  public  school  system 
of  Lawrence  or  the  University  of  Kansas. 
It  was  submitted  that  the  revenues  of  the 
public  school  system  of  Kansas  were 
inadequate  to  permit  that  body  to  incur 
the  large  expense  necessary  to  construct 
and  operate  a  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  station  in  Lawrence. 
As  regards  the  University  of  Kansas,  the 
petitioners  stated  that  the  university  is  a 
State  institution  supported  by  biennial 
appropriations  made  by  the  legislature  of 
the  state  of  Kansas  whose  appropriations 
for  the  university  for  1951  and  1952  con¬ 
tain  no  provisions  for  funds  that  could 
legally  be  used  for  the  construction  and 
operation  of  a  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  station.  It  was  stated  that  the 
next  regular  session  of  the  legislature  of 
Kansas  at  which  appropriations  for  the 
University  of  Kansas  would  be  made  will 
not  convene  until  January  1953.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  it  was  contended  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  VHP  Channel  11  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  Lawrence,  Kansas, 


wdll  inevitably  result  in  non-use  of  said 
channel  in  the  foreseeable  future.  It 
was  stated  that  UHP  Channel  17  now 
assigned  for  commercial  use  in  Lawrence, 
Kansas,  could  not  now  be  successfully 
used  for  commercial  telecasting  since  no 
dealer  or  distributor  of  television  receiv¬ 
ing  equipment  in  this  area  has  available 
converters  or  other  equipment  necessary 
to  adapt  existing  television  sets  to  receive 
a  UHP  television  broadcast  service.  It 
was  stated  that  by  the  time  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Kansas,  or  any  other  educational 
body  in  Lawrence,  Kansas,  could  obtain 
funds  with  which  to  build  and  operate  a 
television  station,  a  sufficient  number  of 
receivers  equipped  to  receive  UHP  tele¬ 
casts  would  then  be  in  this. area  thus 
making  the  utilization  of  this  channel 
feasible  and  practical  for  noncommercial 
educational  television  use.'* 


Midland  Broadcasting  Company,  WHB 
Broadcasting  Company  and  KCMO  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  filed  with  the  Commission 
a  Joint  Motion  to  Strike  certain  portions  of 
the  evidence  of  the  University  of  Kansas  filed 
with  the  Commission  on  October  15,  1951, 
In  support  of  the  proposal  to  reserve  Channel 
11  for  noncommercial  educational  use  In 
Lawrence,  Kansas.  The  Motion  to  Strike  Is 
directed  against  material  written  by  and  de¬ 
rived  from  third  parties.  Including  all  of 
page  12  and  page  13,  and  Exhibit  E  In  Its 
entirety,  on  the  ground  that  such  material 
does  not  comply  with  paragraphs  5  and  6  of 
the  Order  of  Hearing  Procedure  and  Is  hear¬ 
say.  The  Motion  to  Strike  Is  Denied.  The 
material  Is  admitted  for  the  limited  purpose 
of  establishing  the  resources  of  the  university 
for  television.  The  Motion  to  Strike  Is  di¬ 
rected  also  against  such  portions  of  Exhibit 
B,  page  11  of  the  brochure,  that  refer  to 


authorization  of  Deane  W.  Malcott,  as  chan¬ 
cellor  of  the  University  of  Kansas,  to  make 
application  for  a  TV  radio  license,  on  the 
ground  that  It  appears  from  the  brochure 
that  Deane  W,  Malcott  has  been  succeeded  by 
Franklin  D.  Murphy  as  chancellor  of  said 
university,  and  It  does  not  appear  that  Deane 
W.  Malcott  Is  now  authorized  to  act  as  chan¬ 
cellor  of  said  university.  The  motion  to 
Strike  Is  Denied.  The  material  objected  to 
is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
the  Intention  of  the  university  at  the  time 
of  preparation  of  the  brochure.  The  Mo¬ 
tion  to  Strike  Is  also  directed  against  certain 
otjier  portions  of  the  brochure  on  the  grounds 
that  the  statements  are  Irrelevant,  Imma¬ 
terial  and  conclusionary  matter  unsupported 
by  facts.  The  Motion  to  Strike  Is  Denied. 
The  objection  goes  only  to  the  weight  to  be 
given  to  the  evidence  In  this  proceeding  and 
not  to  its  admissibility.  On  October  30,  1951, 
KCMO  Broadcasting  Company  filed  with  the 
Commission  a  Motion  to  Strike  Exhibit  No.  1, 
a  sworn  statement  of  Arthur  B.  Church, 
president  of  Midland  Broadcasting  Company, 
contained  In  the  “Written  Testimony  in 
Support  of  Supplemental  Petition  of  Mid¬ 
land  Broadcasting  Company”  filed  with  the 
Commission  on  September  17,  1951.  Exhibit 
No.  1  Is  devoted  to  the  television  application 
plans  of  Midland  Broadcasting  Company. 
The  reason  advanced  for  the  Motion  to  Strike 
Is  that  Exhibit  No.  1  Is  wholly  inappropriate 
to  these  proceedings  In  that  It  is  an  unfair 
attempt  to  aggrandize  and  build  up  a  pri¬ 
vate  and  special  position  for  the  petitioner 
in  the  minds  of  the  Commissioners  and  the 
Commission  staff.  The  Motion  to  Strike  Is 
Denied.  There  Is  nothing  in  the  Third  Notice 
of  Further  Proposed  Rule  Making  or  In  the 
Order  of  Hearing  Procedure  of  July  25.  1951, 
which  precludes  the  offering  of  testimony 
such  as  Is  given  in  Exhibit  No,  1.  The  Mo¬ 
tion  to  Strike  goes  only  to  the  weight  to  be 
given  to  the  evidence  and  not  to  lu 
admissibility. 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


sltrned  at  least  four  VHF  assignments; 
that  the  cjounterproposal  has  no  effect  on 
the  Commission’s  priorities  of  allocation 
except  priority  5;  and  that  no  commu¬ 
nity  loses  an  assignment  as  a  result  of 
the  counterproposal.  It  vas  recognized 
that  the  counterproposal  would  result  in 
the  assignment  of  VKP  Channel  7  to 
Kansas  City  at  a  distance  of  166  miles 
front  Omaha,  Nebraska  and  178.5  miles 
to  Hannibal.  It  was  urged,  however, 
that  Channel  7  could  be  assigned  to  a 
community  in  the  Kansas  City  metro¬ 
politan  area  such  as  Grandview.  Mis¬ 
souri,  which  is  180  miles  from  Omaha 
and  Hannibal.  Grandview,  Missouri, 
has  a  population  of  1,556  and  is  14.5 
miles  south  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri, 
and  within  that  metropolitan  area.  It 
was  contended  that  the  assignment  of 
Channel  7  to  Grandview,  Missouri,  would 
serve  the  Kansas  City  area  with  signal 
strength  values  equal  to  or  greater  than 
those  proposed  in  Appendices  A  and  B 
for  urban  service. 

<k)  Oppositions  to  the  Midland  and 
WHB  alternate  counterproposal.  Op¬ 
positions  to  the  alternate  joint  counter¬ 
proposal  were  filed  by  KI^Q.  Inc.,  St. 
Joseph,  Missouri;  the  Courier  Post  Pub- 
li.shing  Company,  Hannibal,  Missouri; 
Four  States  Broadcasters.  Inc.,  Joplin, 
Missouri;  KFAB  Broadcasting  Company, 
Omaha.  Nebraska,  and  Pittsburg  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  Inc.,  Pittsburg,  Kan¬ 
sas.  The  counterproposal  also  conflicts 
with  the  counterproposal  of  WKY  Radio¬ 
phone  Company,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla¬ 
homa.  *  ^ 

(1)  The  Kansas  City  educational  res~ 
ervation.  Midland,  et  al..  proposed  that 
UHF  Channel  19  be  reserved  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  in  lieu  of 
VHF  Channel  9.  The  JCET  made  the 
same  proposal.  The  JCET  proposal  was 
based  on  the  statements  of  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and  the 
Board  of  Education  of  the  School  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  requesting 
that  “the  Commission  release  for  com¬ 
mercial  use  in  Kansas  City  VHP  Channel 
9  in  the  final  allocation  table  of  the 
Commission,  and  that  one  of  the  UHP 
channels  to  be  allocated  to  Kansas  City 
be  reserved  for  educational  use.  •  •  •’* 

Conclusions:  Lawrence,  Kansas 
Educational  Reservation 

589.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the* 
Commission  finds  that  the  University 
of  Kansas  has  demonstrated  its  interest 
in  establishing  a  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  station  in  Lawrence, 
which  has  been  designated  as  a  “pri¬ 
marily  educational  center.”  We  are  not 
able,  on  the  basis  of  tlie  record,  to  find 
that  the  university  will  not  have  the 
funds  necessary  to  construct  and  operate 
a  noncommercial  educational  television 
station.  In  view  of  the  record,  the  Com¬ 
mission  believes  that  strong  encourage¬ 
ment  should  be  given  to  the  efforts  of  the 
university  to  comstruct  an  educational 
facility  at  the  earliest  date.  Tlie  Com¬ 
mission  in  its  Third  Notice  recognized 
the  fact  that  educational  institutions  of 
necessity  needed  a  longer  period  of  time 
to  prepare  for  television  than  did  com¬ 
mercial  interests.  It  was  for  this  reason 
that  the  reservation  principle  was 
adopted.  Tlie  Cemmission  bcLcves  that 


the  reasons  for  the  reservation  of  a  chan¬ 
nel  for  education  purposes  are  particu¬ 
larly  applicable  here.  Moreover,  a  grant 
of  the  Midland  et  al.,  counterproposal 
would  result  in  a  co-channel  station 
separation  between  Kansas  City  and  Des 
Moines  on  Channel  11  of  180  miles  in 
Zone  II  for  which  a  minimum  of  190 
miles  w^as  established. 

590.  Accordingly,  the  joint  petition  of 
the  Midland  Broadcasting  Company, 
KCMO  Broadcasting  Company,  and 
WHB  Broadcasting  Company,  and  the 
individual  request  of  Midland  are  denied; 
and  the  reservation  of  VHF  Channel  11 
at  Lawrence,  Kansas,  for  noncommercial 
educational  television  use  is  finalized. 

Co7iclusions:  Kansas  City  Educational 
Reservation 

591.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
Commission  accepts  the  proposal  of  the 
parties  that  UHP  Channel  19  be  reserved 
for  noncommercial  educational  television 
use  and  that  VHF  Channel  9  be  assigned 
for  commercial  use  at  Kansas  City, 
Missouri. 

Cojiclusions:  Additional  VHF  Assign- 
ment  in  Kansas  City 

592.  It  is  our  view  that  the  record  does 
not  warrant  a  grant  of  the  joint  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Midland  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  and  WHB  Broadcasting  Company 
for  the  assignment  of  a  fourth  VHP 
channel  in  Kansas  City.  As  a  result  of 
our  decision  herein.  Channel  19  has  been 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  in  lieu  of  Channel  9  and  Channel  9 
has  been  retained  in  Kansas  City  as  a 
commercial  VHF  station.  Accordingly, 
our  decision  assigns  3  commercial  VHP 
channels  to  Kansas  City  with  a  UHP 
channel  reserved  for  noncommercial  ed¬ 
ucational  use  and  tw’o  UHF  channels  as¬ 
signed  for  commercial  use.  A  grant  of 
the  request  for  the  assignment  of  a 
fourth  VKP  channel  to  Kansas  City 
would  require  a  deviation  from  the  mini¬ 
mum  mileage  separations  adopted  herein 
since  it  would  result  in  co-channel  sepa¬ 
rations  of  166  miles  between  Kansas  City 
and  Omaha  on  Channel  7, 178.5  miles  be¬ 
tween  Kansas  City  and  Hannibal  on 
Channel  7,  ICl  miles  between  Pittsburg 
and  Hutchinson,  Kansas,  on  Channel  12, 
and  185  miles  between  Joplin  and  St. 
Joseph,  Mis.souri,  on  Channel  9.  The 
minimum  assignment  separation  in  this 
Zone  is  190  miles. 

593.  The  request  to  assign  Channel  7  to 
Grandview  constitutes,*  in  effect,  a  re¬ 
quest  that  the  Commission  measure  the 
as.signment  mileage  spacings  from  a  spe¬ 
cific  proposed  transmitter  site  in  order 
to  find  compliance  with  our  minimum 
assigmnent  spacing  requirements.  We 
have  above  rejected  this  manner  of 
measuring  the  mileage  spacings  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  making  new  assignments  in  the 
Table.  Moreover,  the  assignment  of 
Channel  7  to  Grandview  would  result  in 
the  same  number  of  violations  of  the 
minimum  co-channel  separation  re¬ 
quirements  in  Zone  II,  as  are  set  forth 
in  paragraph  592  above. 

594.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
counterproposal  of  the  Midland  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  and  the  WHB  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  Is  granted  in  so  far 
as  it  requests  that  Channel  19  be  re¬ 


served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  in  lieu  of  Channel  9  in  Kansas  City, 
and  is  denied  in  all  other  respects. 

Concltisio7is:  Additional  Channel  for 
Kajisas  City 

595.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  as¬ 
signment  of  an  additional  channel  in 
Kansas  City  is  warranted  on  the  basis 
of  the  record.*®  It  was  above  noted  that 
the  counterproposals  requesting  addi¬ 
tional  VHF  channels  for  Kan.sas  City 
could  not  be  granted.  UHF  Channel  65 
in  Kansas  City  would  meet  the  required 
mileage  spacings  for  channel  assign¬ 
ments  in  this  zone.  Accordingly,  Cnan- 
nel  65  will  be  added  to  Kansas  City, 
Missouri. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 


596.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

Vnr  Chan- 
ncl  No.  I 

1 

CHF  Chnn- 
rH  N'o. 

I.nmTmrr,  Kr.ns . . . 

•n 

17 

Kiui.s;:!,  City,  Mo.. _ 

4, 5,  U 

•19,  25.  (15 

MANHATTAN,  K.ANS‘S,  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

597.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  VHF  Channel  8  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  in  Man¬ 
hattan. 

(b)  Kansas  State  College  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Applied  Science  at  Manhattan 
supported  the  reservation  asserting  tliat 
it  proposed  to  utilize  Channel  8  for  a 
noncommercial  educational  television 
station  as  far  as  conditions  made  such 
a  step  possible.  It  stated  that  an  appli¬ 
cation  would  be  filed  if  the  rules  govern¬ 
ing  noncommercial  educational  stations 
as  adopted  by  the  Commission  permit 
construction  within  the  College’s  budget 
and  present  facilities.  The  College 
stated  that  it  had  available  most  of  the 
equipment,  facilities,  and  finances  for 
such  a  station,  noting  that  it  has  held 
an  experimental  television  station  license 
since  1932.  The  Office  of  Education  of 
the  Diocese  of  Salina,  Belleville,  Kansas, 
and  the  JCET  also  supported  the  reser¬ 
vation.  No  oppositions  to  the  proposed 
reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

598.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  8  for  noncommercial 
educational  use  at  Manhattan  is  final¬ 
ized. 

TOPEK.A,  KANSAS,  EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATION 

599.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  to  reserve  UHF  Channel  48  in  To¬ 
peka,  Kansas,  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use. 

(b)  Washburn  Municipal  University 
of  Topeka  supported  the  reservation  of 
UHF  Channel  48  in  Topeka  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use,  and  submitted 
a  resolution  of  its  Board  of  Regents 
stating  they  were  deeply  interested  in 
the  use  of  television  as  an  educational 


See  also  our  discussion  above  In  con¬ 
nection  with  the  addition  of  a  UHF  channel 
to  Pittsburg. 
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medium.  The  University  stated  that  it 
would  make  the  necessary  arrangements 
for  the  establishment  of  an  educational 
station  when  UHF  is  perfected  for  prac¬ 
tical  use,  if  costs  are  not  excessive.  No 
oppositions  to  the  proposed  reservation 
were  filed. 

Conclusions 

600.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  UHF  Channel  48  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use  in  Topeka  is 
finalized. 

WICHITA,  KANSAS 

601.  fa)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commi.ssion  proposed  the  assignment  of 
4  channels  to  Wichita,  Kansas:  VHP 
Channels  3  and  10  and  UHF  Channels 
16  and  22,  with  Channel  22  reserved  for 
noncommercial  educational  use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  Wichita  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  has  a  populati<«i 
of  222,000  and  the  city  of  Wichita  has  a 
population  of  168,000. 

(c)  Counterproposals  of  KFBI,  Inc., 
and  Taylor  Television  &  Radio  Corpora¬ 
tion.  KFBI.  Inc.  and  Taylor  Television 
&  Radio  Corporation,  both  of  Wichita, 
filed  counterproposals  seeking  to  add 
VHP  Channel  6  to  Wichita,  Kansas. 
This  a.ssignment  was  proposed  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  changing  channels  in 
Dodge  City,  Kansas;  Tulsa,  Oklahoma; 
Lawton,  Oklahoma;  and  Wichita  Falls, 
Texas.  Oppositions  were  filed  to  this 
counterproposal  by  Cameron  Television, 
Inc.,  Tulsa,  Oklahoma,  and  Wichtex 
Radio  &  Television  Company,  Wichita 
Falls.  Texas.  However,  on  July  11,  1951, 
KFBI,  Inc.  and  Taylor  Radio  &  Television 
Corporation  withdrew  their  request  for 
VHP  Channel  6  in  Wichita,  and  it  will 
not  be  di.scussed  further  in  this  Report. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Wichita  Bea¬ 
con  Broadcasting  Company.  Wichita 
Beacon  Broadcasting  Company,  Wichita, 
Kansas,  requested  the  additional  assign¬ 
ment  of  UHF  Channels  45  and  53  to 
Wichita. 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  Wichita 
Beacon  Broadcastvig  Company  counter¬ 
proposal.  Wichita  Beacon  Broadcasting 
Company  asserted  that  the  city  of 
Wichita  has  a  population  of  over  166,- 
000;  that  six  broadcasting  stations  are 
presently  operating  in  that  community; 
and  that  the  demand  for  commercial 
television  frequencies  in  Wichita  will  ex¬ 
ceed  the  assignments  proposed  by  the 
Commission.  The  addition  of  two  more 
channels  in  Wichita,  it  was  submitted, 
would  carry  out  priority  5  in  a  rapidly 
growing  area  where  the  demand  of  fre¬ 
quencies  will  exceed  those  proposed  by 
the  Commission. 

(f)  UHF  Channels  45  and  53  cannot 
be  utilized  in  the  same  community. 
Since  these  channels  are  spaced  8  apart 
in  the  spectrum,  they  must  be  at  least  20 
miles  apart  to  prevent  IP  beat  inter¬ 
ference.  UHF  Channel  45  at  Wichita 
would  be  173  miles  from  the  co-channel 
assignment  at  Muskogee,  Oklahoma. 
Both  Wichita  and  Muskogee  are  situated 
in  Zone  IT.  Consequently,  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  UHF  Channel  45  in  Muskogee 
would  not  meet  the  required  175  mile 
minimum  assignment  separation  for 


UHP  channels  In  Zone  11.  With  respect 
to  UHF  Channel  53,  this  assignment  in 
Wichita  would  be  only  166  miles  from 
the  co-channel  assignment  at  Shawnee, 
Oklahoma,  which  is  also  located  in  Zone 
n.  Accordingly,  UHF  Channel  53  in 
Wichita  also  would  not  meet  the  required 
175  mile  minimum  assignment  separa¬ 
tion  of  UHF  channels  in  Zone  II. 

(g)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Wichita  Beacon 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
No  oppositions  nor  conflicting  counter¬ 
proposals  to  the  counterproposal  of 
Wichita  Beacon  Broadcasting  Company 
have  been  filed. 

(h)  Educational  reservation.  The 
University  of  Wiohita  filed  a  statement 
supporting  the  reservation  of  UHP 
Channel  22  in  Wichita  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  asserting  that  it  had 
made  preliminary  plans  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  and  operation  of  a  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  station.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Education  of  the  Catholic 
Diocese  of  Wichita  also  supported  the 
reservation  stating  that  it  expected  to 
work  out  an  arrangement  with  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Wichita,  the  public  school  sys¬ 
tem  of  Wichita,  the  county  school  system 
and  other  private  schools  in  the  area. 
The  JCET  also  filed  a  statement  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  reservation.  No  oppositions 
to  the  reservation  of  UHF  Channel  22  in 
Wichita  were  filed. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

602.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
reservation  of  UHP  Channel  22  in 
Wichita  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  is  finalized. 

Conclusio7is :  Additional  UHF  Channels 

603.  Wichita  Beacon  Broadcasting 
Company  has  requested  that  UHF  Chan¬ 
nels  45  and  53  be  added  to  Wichita. 
UHF  Channels  45  and  53  cannot  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  same  community  since 
they  must  be,  under  the  requirements 
adopted  herein,  at  least  20  miles  apart  to 
avoid  IF  beat  interference.  Moreover, 
neither  Channel  45  nor  Channel  53 
would  meet  the  required  175-mile  mini¬ 
mum  co-channel  assignment  spacing  for 
UHF  channels  in  Zone  II.  UHP  Chan¬ 
nel  45  w'ould  be  only  173  miles  from  the 
co-channel  assignment  in  Muskogee, 
and  UHP  Channel  53  would  be  only  166 
miles  from  the  co-channel  assignment  at 
Shawnee.  The  counterproposal  of 
Wichita  Beacon  Broadcasting  Company 
must  therefore  be  denied. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


604.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

1  nel  No. 

U8l  No. 

Wlrhitft,  KtiiiH.- .  -  _ 

3,  10 

10,  *23 

NORTH  DAKOTA  EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATIONS 

605.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  la 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  reservations  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  in  North 
Dakota: 


city: 

Bismarck  .... 
Dickinson.... 

Fargo _ 

Grand  Forks. 

Minot _ _ 

Willlston _ 


Channel  No. 

.  *24 

. .  *17 

•34 

•2 

. . -  *6 

_  *34 


(b)  Bismarck.  The  Board  of  Educa¬ 
tion  of  the  City  of  Bismarck  and  JCET 
supported  the  reservation  of  UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  24  at  Bismarck.  The  Board  of  Edu¬ 
cation  asked  that  the  channel  be  reserved 
for  educational  use  until  such  time  as 
the  Bismarck  Public  Schools,  either 
alone  or  in  cooperation  wdth  other  edu¬ 
cational  institutions,  were  able  to  estab¬ 
lish  and  maintain  an  educational  televi¬ 
sion  station.  No  objections  to  the 
reservation  were  filed. 

(c)  Dickinson.  The  Dickinson  State 
Teachers  College,  the  Board  of  Educa¬ 
tion,  Dickinson  and  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  17  at  Dickinson. 
Dickinson  State  Teachers  College  stated 
that  it  was  prepared  to  cooperate  in  the 
utilization  of  this  channel  with  all  the 
educational  Institutions  In  the  area. 
The  Board  of  Education  in  its  sworn 
statement  requested  the  reservation  of 
the  channel  in  anticipation  of  its  use 
at  some  future  date  for  educational 
television  by  the  Board  alone,  or  in 
cooperation  \/ith  the  other  educational 
Institutions  In  the  area.  No  objections 
to  the  reservation  were  filed. 

(d)  Fargo.  The  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  34  and  asked  that 
the  reservation  be  made  final.  The 
Board  of  Education  of  the  City  of  Fargo 
requested  that  an  educational  channel 
be  reserved  until  the  Board  of  Education 
either  alone  or  in  cooperation  with  other 
educational  institutions,  is  able  to  estab¬ 
lish  and  maintain  an  educational  televi¬ 
sion  station  for  the  people  of  the  state. 
Concordia  College,  Moorehead,  Minne¬ 
sota,  which  is  located  close  to  Fargo, 
stated  it  was  in  favor  of  reserving  a 
generous  number  of  channels  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  and  stated 
that  it  hoped  to  be  in  a  position  to  engage 
in  television.  No  objections  to  the  reser¬ 
vation  were  filed. 

(e)  Grand  Forks.  The  University  of 
North  Dakota  filed  a  sworn  statement  in 
support  of  the  reservation  of  Channel  2 
at  Grand  Forks.  The  university  stated 
that  it  was  the  intent  of  the  university 
to  apply  for  a  license  to  operate  a  sta¬ 
tion.  The  university  stated  it  intended 
to  initiate  appropriate  steps  to  secure 
the  necessary  appropriation  to  provide 
for  the  construction  of  an  educational 
television  station.  No  objections  to  the 
reservation  were  filed. 

(f)  Minot.  The  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  6  at  Minot  and 
asked  that  it  be  finalized.  No  objections 
to  the  reservation  were  filed. 

(g)  Williston.  Williston  School  Dis¬ 
trict  No.  1  and  JCET  supported  the  res¬ 
ervation.  The  School  District  stated 
that  there  was  a  likelihood  that  the 
Williston  area  would  increase  greatly  in 
population  as  a  result  of  recent  oil  ex¬ 
ploitations.  This  factor  was  expected  to 
develop  a  greater  need  for  educational 
television  in  the  area.  The  School  Dis¬ 
trict  further  stated  it  wanted  to  be  in  a 
position  to  make  use  of  television  as  a 
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valuable  teaching  device  and  as  a  means 
of  reaching  scattered  school  buildings. 
No  objections  to  the  reservation  were 
filed. 

Conclusions 

606.  On- the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
reservation  of  the  following  assignments 
for  non-commercial  educational  use  are 
finalized: 


Cltr; 

Bismarck 

Dickinson _ 

Fargo  - 

Grand  Forks 

Ffinot _ _ _ 

WllUston 


Channel  No. 

•24 

•17 

_  ^34 

_  *2 

.  •e 

_  ^34 


SOTTTH  DAKOTA  SDUCATIONAL  RESERVATIONS 


607.  (a)  Proposed  Reservations.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  reservations  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  in  South 
Dakota: 


City: 

Brookings... 

Pierre _ 

Sioux  Falls. 
Vermillion.. 


Channel  No. 

.  *8 

_  *22 

_  ^44 

.  *2 


<b)  Brookings.  The  Board  of  Educa-^ 
tion  Brookings  City  Schools  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  8  in  Brook¬ 
ings.  No  objections  to  the  reservation 
were  filed. 

(c)  Pierre.  The  Pierre  Independent 
School  District  supported  the  reservation 
of  Channel  22.  No  objections  to  the  res¬ 
ervation  were  filed. 

(d>  Sioux  Falls.  Augustana  College 
supported  the  reservation  of  a  channel  in 
Sioux  Palls,  but  requested  that  VHP 
Channel  11  or  13,  assigned  to  Sioux  Falls 
for  commercial  use,  be  reserved  for  edu¬ 
cation  instead  of  a  UHF  channel.  The 
College  stated  that  since  ail  operating 
television  stations  were  now  in  the  VHP 
band  Uie  utilization  of  the  UHF  band 
appeared  to  be  entirely  in  the  experi¬ 
mental  stage. 

<e)  Opposition  of  Midcontinent 
Broadcasting  Company.  The  Midcon¬ 
tinent  Broadcasting  Company,  Sioux 
Falls.  South  Dakota,  supported  the  Com¬ 
mission's  assignments  for  Sioux  Falls 
and  objected  to  the  proposal  of  Augus¬ 
tana  College  to  shift  the  reseivation  to 
a  \TIF  channel.  Midcontinent  stated 
that  Augustana  College’s  proposal  was 
apparently  predicated  upon  a  mistaken 
belief  that  UHF  channels  were  merely  in 
an  experimental  stage  at  the  present 
time,  and  that  it  might  be  some  time  be¬ 
fore  operation  in  the  UHF  became  tech- 
nicalb'  feasible.  It  was  urged  that  the 
plans  of  this  college  of  some  800  students 
for  utilization  of  television  as  an  edu¬ 
cational  facility  were  so  indefinite  and 
far  in  the  future  that  a  UHF  television 
facility  would  be  more  appropriate  for 
such  operation. 

(f)  Vermillion.  The  University  of 
South  Dakota  and  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  \TIF  Channel  2.  The  Uni¬ 
versity  stated  that  it  was  investigating 
the  possibility  of  the  cooperative  owner¬ 
ship  and  operation  of  a  television  station 
together  with  other  educational  institu¬ 
tions.  The  University  stated  it  would 
take  steps  to  utilize  the  channel  as  soon 
as  it  deemed  it  advisable  and  as  soon 


as  money  was  available.  No  objections 
to  the  reservation  were  filed.** 

Conclusions 

606.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
proposed  reservation  of  the  foregoing 
assignments  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  are  finalized.  Tlie  Commis¬ 
sion  is  not  persuaded  on  the  basis  of  the 
record  that  the  educational  reservation 
in  Sioux  Falls  should  be  made  in  the 
"VHF  rather  than  in  the  UHF  as  proposed 
in  the  Third  Notice.  We  find  no  reason 
in  the  record  to  depart  from  our  general 
policy  witti  respect  to  the  reservation  of 
VHF  channels  for  use  by  noncommercial 
educational  stations. 

Final  Reservations 

609.  The  following  reservations  are 
finalized: 

City:  Channel  No. 

Brookings _  •S 

Pierre  _  *22 

Sioux  Palls. . - .  ^44 

Vermillion . *2 

OMAHA  AND  UNCOLN,  NEBRASKA 

610.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VH  F  ^h.^n- 
ncl  Xo.  1 

THF  Than- 
neJ  No. 

I.inroln,  Ni-hr  .  . 

10.  12 

•18.  24 

I Whr  .  . .  _  _ 

3,«.*7 

16,22.2s 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Omaha  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  366,000  and  the  city  of  Omaha 
has  a  population  of  251,000.  The  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  of  Lincoln  has  a 
population  of  120,000  and  the  City  of 
Lincoln  has  a  population  of  99,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  May  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  is  licensed  for  opera¬ 
tion  of  station  KMTV,  Omaha,  on 
Channel  3.  Radio  Station  WOW,  Inc., 
is  licensed  for  operation  of  Station 
WOW-TV,  Omaha,  on  Channel  6. 

(d)  The  Omaha  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  JCET  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  VHF  Channel  7.  The  School 
District  of  Omaha,  Nebraska  in  a  com¬ 
ment  dated  April  19,  1951,  stated  that 
it  supported  the  reservation  of  VHP 


Channel  7.  However,  It  filed  no  evidence 
In  support  of  its  comment. 

(e)  Opposition  of  KFAB  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  to  VHF  Reservation. 
KFAB  Broadcasting  Company.  Omaha, 
requested  that  the  educational  reserva¬ 
tion  be  moved  from  VHP  Channel  7  to 
the  UHF.  KFAB  submitted  letters  from 
officials  of  educational  institutions  con¬ 
cerning  the  intentions  of  these  institu¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  the  construction 
and  operation  of  a  television  station  in 
the  event  the  Commission  reserved  VHF 
Channel  7.  In  these  letters  the  following 
statements  were  made:  The  University 
of  Omaha  stated  through  its  president 
that  it  did  not  plan  to  file  an  applica¬ 
tion  for  VHF  Channel  7  because  the  re¬ 
quired  expenditure  was  beyond  its  means 
and  recommended  that  VHF  Channel  7 
be  released  for  commercial  operation. 
The  University  further  stated  that  its 
needs  would  be  satisfied  by  one  of  the 
UHF  channels  if  at  some  future  time  it 
could  render  an  effective  full-time  edu¬ 
cational  television  service.  A  letter 
dated  May  18.  1951,  from  the  School 
District  of  Omaha  to  the  KOWH  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Omaha.  Nebraska, 
said  in  part:  "We  are  practical  enough 
to  know'  that  the  schools  in  this  com¬ 
munity  can  never  support  a  television 
station  nor  a  broadcasting  station  of 
their  own.”  The  school  district  said 
further:  "We  have  taken  the  position 
that  we  are  interested  in  noncommercial 
television  service.  We  doubt  whether 
this  will  ever  be  available  for  our  use." 
The  school  district  also  stated  that  tlieir 
comment  to  the  Commission  of  April 
19.  1951,  was  "merely  to  protect  our 
rights  in  being  able  to  appear  before  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission  on 
matters  of  telecasting.” 

(f)  The  Lincoln  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  University  of  Nebraska  and 
the  JCET  supported  the  reservation  of 
UHF  Channel  18  in  Lincoln  for  use  by 
a  noncommercial  educational  station. 
The  Board  of  Regents  of  the  University 
stated  it  was  investigating  the  possibili¬ 
ties  of  the  use' of  this  channel  for  educa¬ 
tional  televising.  No  objection  was  filed 
to  the  reservation. 

(g)  Counterproposal  of  KFAB  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  KFAB  Broadcasting 
Company  requested  that  VHF  Channel 
12  be  assigned  to  Omaha  by  deleting  it 
from  Lincoln  as  follows: 


City 

j  Third  N'otice 

Coonierproposal 

VHF  Channel 
X'o. 

UHF  Channol 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
X'o. 

UIIF  rtianne 

1  Xo. 

8.  f>,  *7 
10. 12  1 

1C,  22. 28 
•IS,  24 

3,6. 7,  [12] 
10. 1-] 

16.  22.  2- 
•18.  24.  [41 

(h)  Statement  in  support  of  KFAB 
counterproposal.  KFAB  Broadcasting 
Company  urged  that  its  counterproposal 
would  result  in  service  to  more  people; 


The  Northwest  Broadcasting  Company, 
Fort  Dodge,  Iowa,  proposed  to  substitute 
VHP  Channel  No.  6  for  VHP  Channel  2  at 
Vermillion  as  part  of  Its  proposal  to  add  VHF 
Channel  5  to  Fort  Dodge,  Iowa.  The  Inde¬ 
pendent  Broadcasting  Company,  Des  Moines, 
Iowa,  proposed  to  substitute  VHF  Channel  4 
for  VHF  Channel  2  at  Vermillion,  as  part 


that  it  would  be  consistent  with  the 
priorities;  and  that  it  would  meet  the 
required  co-channel  station  separations. 
It  was  further  urged  that  the  area  w'hich 
W’ould  lose  service  as  a  result  of  the  op¬ 
eration  of  Channel  44  in  Lincoln  in  lieu 
of  Channel  12  would  rweive  other  service 


of  its  proposal  to  add  VHF  Channel  4  to  Des 
Moines.  ESsewhere  in  this  Report  the  North¬ 
west  Broadcasting  Company  and  Independ¬ 
ent  Broadcasting  Company  counterpropos¬ 
als  have  been  Denied. 
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from  Channel  10  in  Lincoln  and  that 
parts  of  this  area  would  receive  from  3 
to  12  other  UHF  and  VHP  services. 

(i)  Oppositions  to  KFAB  counterpro~ 
posal.  The  Lincoln  Broadcasting  Corpo¬ 
ration  and  the  Inland  Broadcasting 
Company,  both  of  Lincoln,  supported  the 
proposed  a.ssignments  for  Lincoln  and 
opposed  the  KFAB  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal  for  the  deletion  of 
Channel  12  from  Lincoln  and  the  re¬ 
placement  thereof  with  a  UHF  channel. 
The  oppositions  to  the  counterproposal 
urged  the  need  for  a  second  VHP  channel 
in  Lincoln.-  It  was  stated  that  Lincoln 
is  the  capital  city  and  the  second  largest 
city  in  the  State  of  Nebraska:  that  the 
Grade  B  coverage  of  a  UHF  channel 
would  be  substantially  less  than  that  of  a 
VHP  channel;  and  that  the  area  is 
largely  rural  and  needs  the  wide  cover¬ 
age  of  a  VHP  channel.  It  was  also 
pointed  out  in  the  opposition  that  the 
grant  of  the  KFAB  counterproposal 
would  re.sult  in  the  assignment  of  only 
one  VHP  channel  in  Lincoln  which  would 
give  the  licensee  of  that  station  a  domi¬ 
nant  position  in  the  Lincoln  area  and 
could  create  a  monopoly  situation.  Fur¬ 
ther  it  was  pointed  out  that  a  grant  of 
the  KFAB  counterproposal  would  result 
in  the  as.signment  to  Omaha  of  four 
times  as  many  VHP  channels  as  Lincoln, 
although  the  population  of  Omaha  is 
only  2V2  times  the  population  of  Lincoln. 

Conclusions:  The  Omaha  Educational 
Reservation 

611.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  w’e 
cannot  conclude  that  the  reservation  of 
a  VHP  channel  in  Omaha  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use  is  warranted. 
No  local  educational  interest  offered  evi¬ 
dence  in  support  of  the  reservation  of  a 
VHP  channel  in  Omaha  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use.  The  only  evi¬ 
dence  of  record  indicated  that  the  edu¬ 
cational  interests  in  Omaha  do  not  in¬ 
tend  to  u.se  a  VHP  channel  for  a  non¬ 
commercial  educational  station.  On  the 
other  hand,  commercial  interests  have 
made  clear  their  intention  of  proceeding 
with  the  construction  and  operation  of  a 
station  in  the  event  that  VHP  Channel  7 
is  made  available  for  commercial  use. 
We  are.  however,  in  light  of  the  evidence 
Indicating  the  interest  of  the  educa¬ 
tional  in-stitutions  in  Omaha  in  using  a 
UHF  channel  for  educational  purposes, 
of  the  view  that  the  record  warrants  the 
reservation  of  a  UHF  channel  in  Omaha. 
Accordingly,  VHP  Channel  7  is  assigned 
to  Omaha  for  commercial  use;  and  UHF 
Channel  16  is  assigned  to  Omaha  and 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

Conclusioyis :  The  Lincoln  Educational 
Reservation 

612.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
reservation  of  UHF  Channel  18  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  in  Lincoln  is 
finalized. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHP  Assign¬ 
ments  in  Omaha 

613.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  a  fourth  VHP  channel  to  Omaha 
at  the  expen.se  of  deleting  the  second 


VHP  channel  from  Lincoln  is  warranted. 
This  is  especially  true  in  view  of  our  ac¬ 
tion  making  available  a  third  commer¬ 
cial  VHP  channel  to  Omaha.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  request  of  KFAB”  for  the 
assignment  of  Channel  12  to  Omaha  is 
Denied. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 

614.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted : 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

CHF  Chan¬ 
nel  X’o. 

Lincoln,  Nol)r . . .... 

IC,  12 

*H.  24 

3,  (1,7 

•Ifi,  22,  21 

FORT  SMITH  AND  LITTLE  ROCK,  ARKANSAS 

615.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice*  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

CHF  Chan- 

nel  Xo. 

nel  .Xo. 

Fort  .Smith,  Ark _ 

•Iti.  22 

Little  Kock,  .\rk . 

I  *2, 1. 11 

17.  2.1 

(b)  Census  data.  Fort  Smith  has  a 
population  of  48,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Southwestern 
Publishing  Company.  Southwestern 
Publishing  Company  requested  the  addi¬ 
tional  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  8  to 
Port  Smith,  by  making  the  following 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  in 
the  Third  Notice: 


j  Third  Xotioe 

Counter¬ 

proposal 

City 

VHF 

1  VHF 

VHF 

CHF 

Chan- 

Chan- 

Chan- 

Chan- 

nel  Xo. 

nel  Xo. 

j  nel  Xo. 

nel  Xo. 

Fort  Smith,  .Ark . 

5 

•10.22 

A.  |S| 

•10.22 

Mu.skogiH*,  Okl.a . 

8 

39,  *45 

111] 

39.  •to 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  South¬ 
western  Publishing  Co.  counterproposal. 
Southwestern  Publishing  Company 
stated  that  its  counterproposal  complies 
with  the  Commission's  standards:  that 
a  grant  of  the  counterproposal  would 
not  result  in  a  loss  of  service  elsewhere: 
and  that  a  station  operating  on  Channel 
8  at  Port  Smith  would  provide  an  addi¬ 
tional  commercial  television  VHP  service 
in  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma.  It  w'as  also 
urged  that  Arkansas  with  a  population 
of  1,909,511  as  compared  to  2,233,351  in 
Oklahoma  has  been  assigned  only  38 
channels  as  compared  to  54  channels 
which  have  been  assigned  to  Oklahoma. 

(e)  The  counterproposal  of  South¬ 
western  Publishing  Company  would  re- 


*•  KFAB  has  claimed  that  the  Commission 
Is  without  power  to  reserve  for  educational 
use  channels  regularly  allocated  for  general 
television  service.  It  is  not  clear  whether 
this  objection  was  directed  solely  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  of  Channel  7  or  whether 
It  was  directed  to  the  reservation  of  any  chan¬ 
nel  at  all.  Insofar  as  It  related  to  the  latter, 
we  have  disposed  of  the  contention  for  the 
reasons  stated  In  the  Commission's  decision 
of  July  13,  1951  (FCC  51-709). 
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suit  in  the  following  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  separations  in  Zone  II: 


Channel 

Cities 

M  ileago 

Mu-skogee,  Okla.-I.awton,  Okla 

I.SH 

11 

M  tiskogee. 

Okla.-Little  Kock, 

1S8 

Ark. 

(f)  Conflicting  counterproposals  to 
the  Southwestern  Publishing  Company 
counterproposal.  The  counterproposal 
of  Southwestern  Publishing  Company  is 
mutually  exclusive  with  the  counterpro¬ 
posals  of  All  Oklahoma  Broadcasting 
Company  and  Southwestern  Sales  Corp., 
Tulsa,  and  KTOK,  Inc.,  Oklahoma  City. 

(g)  Fort  Smith  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  Port  Smith  Public  Schools, 
the  Arkansas  State  Department  of  Edu¬ 
cation  and  the  JCET  supported  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  UHF  Channel  16  at  Fort 
Smith  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  No  objection  was  filed  to  the 
reservation. 

(h)  Little  Rock  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  JCET,  Arkansas  State  Teach¬ 
ers  College,  Conway,  Arkansas,  and  the 
Arkansas  State  Department  of  Education 
supported  the  reservation  of  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  2  at  Little  Rock.  No  objection  was 
made  to  the  reservation. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservations 

616.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservations  for  Fort  Smith  and 
Little  Rock  are  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Assign¬ 
ment  to  Fort  Smith 

617.  A  grant  of  the  Southwestern  Pub¬ 
lishing  Company  counterproposal  would 
result  in  a  co-channel  assignment  sepa¬ 
ration  of  188  miles  between  Muskogee 
and  Little  Rock.  This  separation  would 
be  in  violation  of  the  minimum  co-chan¬ 
nel  assignment  separation  requirements 
in  Zone  II.  The  counterproposal  must 
therefore  be  denied.” 

Final  Assigiiments  and  Reservations 


618.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

I'HF  Chan- 

nel  Xo. 

nel  No. 

Fort  .Smith,  Ark _ 

h 

•10,23 

17,23 

Little  K(H'k,  .Ark  ...  . 

•2.4.  11 

FAYETTESVILLE,  ARKANSAS*,  EDUC.ATION.AL 
RESERVATION 


619.  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  13  in  Fayette¬ 
ville  for  noncommercial  educational  use 
as  a  primarily  educational  center.  The 
JCET  supported  the  reservation  and 
stated  that  the  University  of  Arkansas 
at  Fayetteville  was  studying  the  finan¬ 
cial,  programming,  legal,  and  engineer¬ 
ing  requirements  necessary  for  the 


**  It  would  also  create  a  188  mile  assign¬ 
ment  separation  between  Muskogee  and  Law- 
ton.  This  separation  would  be  eliminated 
by  our  decision  herein  shifting  Channel  11 
from  Lawton  to  Tulsa.  In  Its  place,  however, 
would  be  a  44  mile  separation  between  Tulsa 
and  Muskogee  on  Channel  11. 
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establishment  and  operation  of  a  televi¬ 
sion  station  in  cooperation  with  other 
educational  institutions  in  the  area.  The 
Arkansas  State  Department  of  Education 
also  supported  the  reservation  stating 
that  it  would  cooperate  with  those  edu¬ 
cational  Institutions  that  would  operate 
a  noncommercial  educational  station  in 
Fayetteville.  No  oppositions  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

620.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  13  in  Fayetteville 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 

KORltAN.  MUSKOGEE,  ENID,  AND  STILLWATER, 
OKLAHOMA;  EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATIONS 

621.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  res¬ 
ervations  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 


tional  use: 

City;  *  Channel 

Norman,  Okla -  *37 

Muskogee.  Okla - *45 

Enid.  Okla _  *27 


No  channel  was  proposed  to  be  reserved 
in  Stillwater  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use. 

(b)  Norman.  The  University  of  Okla¬ 
homa,  Norman,  and  the  Oklahoma 
Baptist  University.  Shawnee,  Oklahoma, 
and  the  JCET  supported  the  reservation 
of  UHF  Channel  37  at  Norman.  The 
University  of  Oklahoma  stated  that  it 
was  a  pioneer  in  the  field  of  educational 
radio  broadcasting;  and  that  ‘‘a  consid¬ 
erable  lapse  of  time  must  pass  before 
we  are  fully  prepared  not  only  to  file 
for  an  educational  television  station  but 
also  plan  for  the  installation  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  such  a  station  on  a  scale  compar¬ 
able  with  better  commercial  operations 
in  this  field.”  While  desirous  of  a  re¬ 
served  VHF  channel,  the  University  re¬ 
quested  that  the  reservation  of  UHF 
Channel  37  for  Norman,  Oklahoma,  be 
made  final.  No  objection  was  filed  to  the 
reservation  of  UHF  Channel  37. 

(c)  Muskogee.  Northeastern  State 
College,  Tahlequah,  Oklahoma,  and 
JCET  supported  the  reservation  of  UHF 
Channel  45  at  Muskogee,  Oklahoma.  No 
objection  was  filed  to  the  proposed  res¬ 
ervation. 

(d)  Enid.  The  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  UHF  Channel  27  at  Enid. 
No  objection  was  filed  to  the  proposed 
reservation. 

(e)  Stillwater.  Stillwater  is  the  site 
of  the  Oklahoma  Agricultural  and  Me¬ 
chanical  College. 

(f)  In  connection  with  the  foregoing 
proposed  reseiwation  of  assignments  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  and  re¬ 
quests  for  such  reservations,  the  JCET 
submitted  a  resolution  of  the  State  legis¬ 
lature  of  Oklahoma  urging  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  reserve  such  channels  in  the  VHP 
and  UHF  as  will  adequately  serve  the 
needs  of  the  State. 

Conclusions 

622.  With  respect  to  the  request  of  tht 
University  of  Oklahoma  for  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  a  VHF  channel  to  Norman,  we 


have  examined  the  assignments  In  the 
area  and  find  that  it  is  impossible  to 
grant  the  request  consistent  with  the 
Table  of  Assignments  adopted  herein. 
We  must,  therefore,  deny  the  request  of 
the  University  of  Oklahoma  for  the  as¬ 
signment  and  reservation  of  a  VHF 
channel  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  in  Norman.  Accordingly,  we  are 
finalizing  the  reservation  of  UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  37  in  Norman  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  With  respect  to  Still¬ 
water,  it  is  our  view  that  an  assignment 
should  be  made  to  that  city  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  and  we  are 
assigning  UHF  Channel  69  to  Stillwater 
for  that  purpose.  Further,  on  the  basis 
of  the  record,  we  are  finalizing  the  res¬ 
ervations  proposed  for  Muskogee,  and 
Enid. 

Final  Reservations 

623.  The  following  reservations  are 


adopted : 

VHF 

City:  Channel  No. 

Norman,  Okla _  *37 

Muskogee,  Okla _  *45 

Knld,  Okla . . *27 

Stillwater.  Okla _  *69 


OKLAHOMA  CITY,  TULSA,  AND  LAWTON, 
OKLAHOMA 

624.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


(b)  Statement  in  support  of  WKY 
counterproposal.  WKY  Radiophone 
Company  in  its  answer  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  Order  to  Show  Cause,  and  in  sup¬ 
port  of  its  request,  urged  that  its 
counterproposal  meets  the  minimum 
mileage  separations  for  both  co-channel 
and  adjacent  channel  operation  with  a 
minimum  co-channel  separation  of  188 
miles.  It  was  further  stated  that  there 
are  approximately  92,000  VHP  receivers 
in  the  WKY-TV  service  area  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time,  and  it  was  contended  that  if 
WKY-TV  were  required  to  shift  to  Chan¬ 
nel  7,  a  large  number  of  persons  would 
be  compelled  to  Install  either  new  or 
modified  antennas  in  order  to  continue 
to  receive  service  from  WKY-TV  and 
that  the  proposed  shift  to  Channel  7 
would  result  in  a  disruption  of  service  to 
the  public  during  the  period  of  conver¬ 
sion.  It  was  also  asserted  that  the  cost 
to  the  licensee  for  effecting  the  change 
proposed  by  the  Commission  would  ex¬ 
ceed  $138,000. 

(c)  The  counterproposal  of  WKY 
would  result  in  the  following  co-channel 
assignment  separations  in  Zone  II : 


ChanDel 

Cities 

Mileage 

11 

Muskocee,  Okfai.-Lawton,  Okla.. 

im 

11 

M  uskogee,  Okla.-Little  Rock,  Ark. 

188 

City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

ncl  No. 

Oklahoma  City,  Okla . 

Tulsa,  Okla . 

7, 9,  *13 
2,  *4  6 
11 

19.  2  .'i 
17,23 
•2N34 

I.an-tnn,  Okla _ 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  metro¬ 
politan  area  of  Oklahoma  City  has  a 
population  of  325,000  and  the  city  of 
Oklahoma  City  has  a  population  of  244,- 
000.  The  standard  metropolitan  area  of 
Tulsa  has  a  population  of  252,000  and  the 
city  of  Tulsa  has  a  population  of  183,000. 
Lawton  has  a  population  of  35,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  WKY  Radio¬ 
phone  Company  is  licensed  for  the  op¬ 
eration  of  Station  WKY-TV  on  Channel 
4  in  Oklahoma  City.  WKY  Radiophone 
Company  was  ordered  to  show  cause  why 
the  license  of  Station  WKY-TV  should 
not  be  changed  to  specify  Channel  7  in 
lieu  of  Channel  4.’^  Cameron  Television, 
Inc.,  is  licensed  for  the  operation  of 
Station  KOTV  on  Channel  6  in  Tulsa. 

Oklahoma  City 

625.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  WKY 
Radiophone  Company  and  answer  to 
Show  Cause  Order.  WKY  filed  an  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  Commission’s  Order  to  Show 
Cause  and  a  counterproposal  which 
would  permit  it  to  continue  operating  on 
Channel  4.  The  counterproposal  of 
WKY  would  require  the  following 
changes  in  assignments  proposed  in  the 
Third  Notice: 


(d)  Conflicting  counterproposals.  The 
counterproposal  of  WKY  is  mutually  ex¬ 
clusive  with  that  of  KTOK,  Inc.,  Okla- 
home  City;  and  All  Oklahoma  Broad¬ 
casting  Company;  and  Southwestern 
Sales  Corp.,  both  of  Tulsa. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  KTOK,  Inc., 
Oklahoma  City.  KTOK,  Inc.,  requested 
the  assignment  of  Channel  11  to  Okla¬ 
homa  City  by  making  the  following 
changes  in  proposed  assignments; 


**On  June  25,  1951,  WKY  filed  a  petition 
requesting  that  the  order  to  show  cause  be 
severed  from  this  proceeding  and  that  a 
formal  hearing  be  held  thereon.  This  peti¬ 
tion  was  dismissed  without  prejudice  as 
premature  by  Commission  Order  (FCC  61- 
696)  of  July  11,  1951.  In  Its  statement  filed 
In  this  proceeding  on  October  15,  1951,  WKY 
stated  that  If  In  light  of  the  evidence  sub¬ 
mitted  therein  the  Commission  Is  not  satis¬ 
fied  that  the  operation  of  Station  WKY-TV 
should  remain  on  Channel  4.  It  "renews  Its 
Petition  heretofore  filed  and  requests  the 
full,  complete  and  fair  hearing  upon  speci¬ 
fied  issues,  to  which  It  Is  entitled  by  law  and 
the  Commission’s  Rules  and  Regulations, 
prior  to  the  final  adoption  of  any  rule  or 
regulation  which  would  preclude  the  con¬ 
tinued  operation  of  WKY-TV  on  Channel  4.” 


City 

Third  Notice 

Counterproposal 

VHF  Channel 
No.  1 

UIIF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

Mnskopof,  Okla . . . . . 

8 

7, 9.  *13 

2,  *4,6 

3a  *45 
19. 

17,23 

(11) 
14],  7.  *13 
2.6,TJl 

89.  *45 
19.  2r. 
17. 

Oklahoma  City,  Okla _ 

Tulsa,  Okla _ 
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seeking  a  fourth  VHP  assignment  to 
Oklahoma  City. 

628.  The  WKY  counterproposal  would 
create  a  co-channel  assignment  separa¬ 
tion  below  the  adopted  190  mile  mini¬ 
mum  for  Zone  II.  The  distance  between 
Muskogee  and  Little  Rock  is  188  miles."^ 
The  KTOK  counterproposal  would  create 
one  co-channel  assignment  separation 
below  the  minimum  on  Channel  6  be¬ 
tween  Woodward,  Oklahoma  and  Wich¬ 
ita  Falls,  Texas.  The  distance  between 
these  communities  is  183  miles.  The 
All  Oklahoma  counterproposal  would 
create  the  same  separation  below  the 
minimum  as  would  the  WKY  counter¬ 
proposal.”  The  Southwestern  Sales 
Corp.  counterproposal  would  create  one 
co-channel  assignment  separation  below 
the  minimum  between  Elk  City,  Okla¬ 
homa  and  Lubbock,  Texas,  on  Channel 
11  of  187  miles.  Since  the  counterpro¬ 
posals  of  the  All  Oklahoma  Broadcasting 
Company;  KTOK  Inc.;  Southwestern 
Sales  Corporation:  and  WKY  Radio¬ 
phone  Company  would  result  in  co-chan¬ 
nel  separations  below  the  minimum 
provid^  by  our  decision  herein,  they 
are  denied. 

Conclusions:  WKY  Show  Cause  Order 

629.  Although  we  are  unable  to  grant 
the  WKY  counterproposal,  the  question 
remains  whether  the  authorization  for 
WKY-TV  should  be  changed  to  specify 
operation  on  Channel  7  as  proposed  in 
the  Third  Notice.  The  Order  to  Show 
Cause  was  issued  to  WKY  in  an  effort  to 
“reduce  interference,  make  available  a 
reasonable  number  of  channels  and  to 
effect  the  maximum  utilization  of  VHP 
television  channels.”  It  was  believed 
that  the  assignment  of  Channel  4  in 
Tulsa  instead  of  Oklahoma  City  would 
effect  a  more  desirable  utilization  of  the 
spectrum.  It  is  true,  however,  tliat  the 
assignment  of  Channel  4  in  Oklahoma 
City  would  meet  all  required  mileage 
spacings  for  Zone  II.  For  example,  the 
closest  co-channel  assignment  separa¬ 
tion  to  WKY-TV  on  Channel  4  would  be 
Station  KRLD-TV  operating  in  Dallas, 
Texas,  at  a  distance  of  196  miles. 

630.  We  have  in  this  proceeding  fol¬ 
lowed  tlie  principle  that  we  would  not 
compel  an  existing  licensee  to  change  fre¬ 
quencies  except  for  compelling  consider¬ 
ations  such  as  the  removal  of  a  very  low 
mileage  separation.  In  view  of  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  discussed  above,  and  upon 
reconsideration  of  the  whole  record,  we 
do  not  believe  that  WKY  should  be  re¬ 
quired  to  change  frequencies.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  we  have  assigned  Channel  4  to 
Oklahoma  City,  and  are  withdrawing  the 
Show  Cause  Order  to  WKY.  If  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  4  is  maintained  in 
Oklahoma  City,  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  4  In  Tulsa  must  be  deleted,  since 
Tulsa  and  Oklahoma  City  are  only  98 
miles  apart.  However,  Channel  4  can 
be  replaced  in  Tulsa  by  shifting  Chan¬ 
nel  11  from  Lawton  to  Tulsa.  In  turn, 
Channel  11  in  Lawton  can  be  replaced 
by  shifting  Channel  7  from  Oklahoma 


”  It  would  also  create  a  188  mile  assign¬ 
ment  separation  between  Muskogee  and 
liawton.  Tbls  separation  would  be  elimi¬ 
nated  by  our  decision  herein  shifting  Chan¬ 
nel  11  from  Lawton  to  Tulsa.  In  Its  place, 
however,  would  be  a  44  mile  separation  be- 
.  tween  Tulsa  and  Muskogee  on  Channel  11* 


City  to  Lawton.  The  assignment  of 
Channel  7  in  Lawton  and  Channel  11 
in  Tulsa  would  meet  the  required  mini¬ 
mum  assignment  separations  for  Zone 
II.  Accordingly,  Channel  4  will  be 
deleted  from  Tulsa  and  assigned  to  Okla¬ 
homa  City;  Channel  11  will  be  deleted 
from  Lawton  and  assigned  to  Tulsa;  and 
Channel  7  will  be  deleted  from  Oklahoma 
City  and  assigned  to  Lawton. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation  in 
Tulsa 

631.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  record 
supports  the  basis  for  reserving  a  channel 
in  TVlsa  for  non-commercial  educational 
use  in  Tulsa.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  that  Channel  4  oe 
so  reserved.  However,  as  noted  above, 
Channel  4  must  be  deleted  from  Tulsa  in 
light  of  our  decision  to  withdraw  the 
Order  to  Show  Cause  to  WKY.  It  was 
also  noted  above  that  VHP  Channel  11  is 
being  assigned  in  Tulsa  to  replace  Chan¬ 
nel  4.  Accordingly,  VHP  Channel  11  will 
be  reserved  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  in  Tulsa. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation  in 
Oklahoma  City  and  Lawton 

632.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the  res¬ 
ervations  of  Channel  13  in  Oklahoma 
City  and  Channel  28  in  Lawton  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  are  finalized. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 


633.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted : 


City 

VIIF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UIIF  Chan, 
iiel  No. 

Oklahorra  City,  Okla 
Tulsa,  Okla . 

4,9,  *13 
2,6,  ‘11 

7 

19.25 

17.23 

•2S,34 

MEMPHIS,  TENNESSEE,*  AND  BLYTHEVILLE, 
ARKANSAS 

634.  (a)  Proposed*  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservation: 


City 

1 

VUF  Chan- 

1 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Plvtherillp,  Ark _ 

3 

f.4 

42.4!s 

Memphis,  Tenn _ 

5*  *10. 13 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Memphis  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  482,000  and  the  city  of  Memphis 
has  a  population  of  396,000.  The  city  of 
Blytheville  has  a  population  of  16,000. 

(c)  Existing  statioiis.  Memphis  Pub¬ 
lishing  Company  is  licensed  for  the  op¬ 
eration  of  Station  WMCT  at  Memphis  on 
Channel  4.  The  Commission  ordered  the 
Memphis  Publishing  Company  to  show' 
cause  why  the  license  of  WMCT  should 
not  be  modified  to  specify  operation  on 
Channel  5  in  lieu  of  Channel  4.  No  op¬ 
position  to  the  Commission’s  Show 
Cause  Order  was  filed  by  Memphis 
Publishing  Company. 

(d)  Alternative  counterproposal  of 
Hoyt  B.  Wooten,  doing  busmess  as  WREC 
Broadcasting  Service  and  WMPS,  Inc. 
WREC  Broadcasting  Service  and  WMPS, 
Inc.  requested  the  additional  assignment 
of  a  VHP  channel  to  Memphis  in  two 
alternative  counterproposals.  In  the 
first  alternative  counterproposal  it  was 
requested  that  VHP  Channel  3  be  deleted 
from  Blytheville  and  assigned  to  Mem¬ 
phis,  and  that  UHF  Channels  17  and  23 
be  assigned  to  Blytheville  in  place  of 
Channel  3  as  follows: 


City 

Third  Notipo 

1  Counterproposal  1 

VUF  Channel 
No. 

UIIF  Channel 
No. 

1 

VIIF  Channel 
No. 

1 

;  UHF  Channel 
No. 

Plvtheville,  .Ark _ _ _ _ _ 

3 

.  64 

[  ] 

117, 231.  n 
42, 4S 

^lemphi.s,  Tenn _ _ _ 

e,  *10, 13 

42,48 

|3],5,  *10, 13 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  WREC 
and  WMPS  counterproposal  1.  WREC 
and  WMPS  urged  that  the  size,  popula¬ 
tion,  and  economic  importance  of 
Memphis  warranted  the  addition  of  a 
VHP  channel  and  that  Channel  3  could 
be  assigned  to  Memphis  without  violat¬ 
ing  any  of  the  Commission’s  standards 
for  minimum  separation  of  co-channel 
or  adjacent  channel  assignments.  It 
was  pointed  out  that  the  nearest  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  3  would  be  at  Jackson, 
Mississippi,  a  distance  of  197  miles  from 
Memphis;  that  more  than  half  the  popu¬ 
lation  that  would  be  served  by  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  Channel  3  at  Blytheville  resides 
in  the  State  of  Tennessee  in  areas  w'hich 
have  no  common  identity  of  interest  with 
Blytheville;  that  Memphis  is  a  vastly 
more  important  economic  market  than 
Blytheville  and  that  the  rural  population 
surrounding  Blytheville  are  more  de¬ 
pendent  on  Memphis  than  upon  Blythe¬ 
ville;  and  that  it  was  unlikely  that  the 
assignment  of  Channel  3  in  Blytheville 
would  result  in  the.  operation  of  thjij 


facility  with  maximum  power.  Finally, 
it  was  asserted  that  the  operation  of  the 
UHF  channel  in  Blytheville  would  be 
adequate  to  serve  the  needs  of  that  com¬ 
munity  for  television  service. 

(f)  Opposition  to  WREC  and  WMPS 
counterproposal  1.  Harold  L.  Sudbury, 
Blytheville,  Arkansas,  supported  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed  by  the  Commission 
for  Blytheville  and  opposed  the  Memphis 
counterproposal.  In  the  opposition  it 
was  stated  that  Blytheville  is  situated  in 
a  large  farming  and  rural  area  and 
would  be  best  served  by  a  lower  VHP 
channel;  that  because  of  the  rural  area, 
extensive  coverage  was  required  in  order 
to  reach  several  hundred  thousand  per¬ 
sons;  that  no  showing  had  been  made  by 
the  Memphis  parties  of  a  need  for  the 
specific  use  of  Channel  3  at  Memphis; 
and  that  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commission  would  result  in  a  fair 
and  equitable  distribution  of  the  avail¬ 
able  frequencies. 

(g)  Alternative  counterproposal  2  of 
WREC  and  WMPS.  In  alternative 
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counterproposal  2  WREC  Broadcasting  by  making  the  following  changes  in  the 
Service  and  WMPS,  Inc.,  requested  the  assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
addition  of  a  VHP  channel  to  Memphis  Notice: 


City 

Third  Notice 

Counterproposal  2 

V'lIF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

V’^HF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

Blythpvillo,  Ark . 

3 

64 

(3] 

64 

El  Dorado,  Ark . 

10 

26 

|7 

26 

Fort  Smith,  .\rk . 

s 

•16,22 

•16,22 

Hot  Springs,  Ark . 

» 

M 

112 

52 

Jonosboro,  .\rk _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

8 

39 

h 

:i9 

Little  Rock,  Ark . 

•2,4,11 

17,23 

l*3]. 15], (8 

17, '23 

I’ine  Bluff,  .\rk . 

7 

36 

[10 

36 

11,13 

[81,  i: 

Flonroc,  La . . . 

8 

43 

14 

43 

3,12 

12],  [11 

•2 

i . 

(•4 

Jackson.  Tchn . 

U 

16 

110 

16 

Memphis,  Tonn . 

5,  ‘10, 13 

42,  48 

[2,7,  *9. 11) 

42. 48 

Tyler,  Tex . 

' 

19 

[12] 

19 

The  alternative  counterproposal  of 
WREC  and  WMPS  would  result  in  the 
following  co-channel  separations  in 
Zone  II. 


Channel 

Cities 

M  ileago 

1 

3 

Little  Rock,  Ark.-Springficld. 

180 

•Mo. 

8 

,  Little  Rock,  Ark. -Muskogee, 

188 

1  Okla. 

10 

1  Jackson,  Tenn.-Birmingham,  Ala. 

1 

184 

(h)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun^ 
terproposals  to  WREC  and  WMPS  alter~ 
native  counterproposal  2.  Oppositions 
and  mutually  exclusive  counterproposals 
to  the  alternative  counterproposals  of 
WREC  Broadcasting  Service  and  WMPS, 
Inc.,  were  filed  by  the  following  parties: 
Southwestern  Publishing  Co.,  Fort 
Smith,  Arkansas;  Voice  of  Longview, 
Longview,  Texas;  Memphis  Publishing 
Company,  Memphis,  Tennessee;  WKY 
Radiophone  Co.,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla¬ 
homa;  Harold  L.  Sudbury,  Blytheville, 
Arkansas;  KTOK,  Inc.,  Oklahoma  City, 
Oklahoma;  All  Oklahoma  Broadcasting 
Co.,  Tulsa,  Oklahoma;  and  Southwest¬ 
ern  Sales  Corporation,  Tulsa,  Oklahoma. 

(i)  The  Memphis  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  Board  of  Education  of  the 
Memphis  City  Schools,  The  Memphis 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  Shelby  County 
Department  of  Education,  Southwestern 
University,  and  the  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  VHP  Channel  10  in  Mem¬ 
phis  for  use  by  a  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  station.  The  JCET  stated  that 
an  educational  television  committee  had 
been  formed  in  Memphis  and  the  mayor 
of  Memphis  had  appointed  the  president 
of  the  Board  of  Education  of  the  Mem¬ 
phis  City  Schools  as  its  chairman  in  April 
1951.  The  Board  of  Education  of  the 
Memphis  City  Schools  stated  that  it  was 
using  television  to  some  extent  in  the 
schools  and  that  the  necessary  finances 
would  become  available  in  the  near  fu¬ 
ture.  No  objection  was  filed  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation. 

Conclusions:  Memphis  Educational 
Reservation 

635.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  Channel  10  in  Memphis 


for  noncommercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 

Conclusions;  Additional  Assignment  to 
Memphis 

636.  It  is  our  view  that  the  record 
supports  the  basis  for  the  assignment  cf 
a  third  commercial  VHP  channel  to  the 
Memphis  area.  We  believe  that  the  size, 
population  and  economic  importance  of 
the  city  of  Memphis  warrant  this  addi¬ 
tional  assignment.  It  has  been  proposed 
that  this  be  accomplished  by  the  deletion 
of  VHP  Channel  3  from  Blytheville,  a 
community  of  approximately  16,000  per¬ 
sons  and  the  substitution  of  a  UHF  chan¬ 
nel  in  that  community.  In  view  of  the 
relative  size,  population  and  ejjonomic 
importance  and  resources  of  the  city  of 
Memphis  as  compared  with  the  city  of 
Blytheville,  we  believe  the  record  sup¬ 
ports  the  basis  for  the  deletion  of  Chan¬ 
nel  3  from  Blytheville  and  the  assignment 
of  that  channel  to  Memphis.  The  second 
alternative  counterproposal  would  result 
in  three  co-channel  separations  below 
the  minimum  adopted  for  Zone  II  and 
must  be  denied. 

637.  WREC  and  WMPS  suggested  the 
assignment  of  UHP  Channels  17  and  23, 
in  addition  to  Channel  64  proposed  for 
Blytheville  in  the  Third  Notice,  to 
Blytheville  to  replace  VHP  Channel  3.  It 
is  our  view,  however,  that  2  UHF  chan¬ 
nels  are  adequate  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  Blytheville  community.  Further, 
since  the  assignment  of  either  Channel 
17  or  23  would  result  in  a  co-channel  as¬ 
signment  spacing  below  the  minimum  for 
Zone  II  we  are  making  UHF  Channel  74 
available  to  Blytheville. 

638.  Accordingly,  the  first  alternative 
counterproposal  of  Hoyt  B.  Wooten,  do¬ 
ing  business  as  WREC  Broadcasting 
Service  and  WMPS,  Inc.,  is  granted,  inso¬ 
far  as  it  requests  the  assignment  of 
Channel  3  to  Memphis  and  the  second 
alternative  counterproposal  is  denied. 

Conclusions:  Show  Cause  Order 

639.  An  appropriate  authorization  will 
be  issued  to  Memphis  Publishing  Com¬ 
pany  to  specify  operation  of  WMCT  on 
Channel  5. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


640.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


VHP 

UHF 

City 

Channel 

Channel 

No. 

Xo. 

Blytheville,  Ark _ _ 

64.  74 

Memphis,  Tenn _ 

3, 5,  *10. 13 

42.  48 

TEMPLE,  TEX.\S 

641.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  two  channels  to 
Temple:  UHP  Channels  16  and  22. 

(b)  Ceiisus  data.  The  population  of 
Temple  is  25,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Bell  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  Bell  Broadcasting 
Company,  Temple,  Texas,  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  Channel  6  to 
Temple.  No  other  changes  in  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice 
were  requested. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Bell 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Bell  Broadpasting  Company  contended 
that  since  the  closest  cities  to  Temple 
having  VHP  assignments  under  the 
Third  Notice  are  Waco,  30  miles  to  the 
north,  and  Austin,  61  miles  to  the  south. 
Temple 'would  not  receive  reliable  VHP 
service.  It  was  pointed  out  that  Fort 
Hood,  containing  approximately  35,000 
military  personnel,  was  located  in  the 
western  portion  of  Bell  County,  25  miles 
from  Temple  and  that  Temple  epntains 
several  large  private  hospitals,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  a  large  veterans  hospital.  It  was 
also  contended  that  a  UHP  channel 
would  not  be  adequate  to  cover  the  en¬ 
tire  Temple  trading  area  and  that  a  VHP 
facility  was,  therefore,  necessary, 

(e)  Channel  6  at  Temple  would  be 
183  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  at  San  Angelo,  Texas.  Both  Tem¬ 
ple  and  San  Angelo  are  situated  in 
Zone  II. 

(f)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Bell  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal.  The  Bell 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal 
does  not  conflict  with  any  other  counter¬ 
proposal  nor  have  any  oppositions  been 
filed  thereto. 

Conclusions 

642.  The  counterproposal  of  Bell 
Broadcasting  Company  would  assign 
Channel  6  to  Temple,  at  a  distance  of 
only  183  miles  from  the  assignment  of 
Channel  6  at  San  Angelo.  Since  both 
Temple  and  San  Angelo  are  located 
within  Zone  II,  the  counterproposal  does 
not  meet  the  190  mile  minimum  as¬ 
signment  separation.  Accordingly,  the 
counterproposal  of  Bell  Broadcasting 
Company  is  denied. 

Final  Assignments 

643.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted: 

UHF 

City:  Channel  No. 

Temple _  16.  22 


39% 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


BRECKENriDGE,  TEXAS 

644.  (Bi)  Proposed  assignments.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  assignment  of  one  channel,  UHF 
Channel  14,  to  Breckenridge. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Breckenridge  is  7,000. 

<c)  Counterproposal  of  Stephens 
County  Broadcasting  Company.  Step¬ 
hens  County  Broadcasting  Company, 
Breckenridge,  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  Channel  7  to  Brecken¬ 
ridge.  This  counterproposal  conflicted 
with  the  counterproposal  of  Trinity 
Broadcasting  Corporation,  Dallas,  Texas, 
and  an  opposition  thereto  was  filed  by 
the  Trinity  Broadcasting  Corporation. 
Sworn  evidence  in  support  of  the 
Stephens  County  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  which  in  accordance  with  Para¬ 
graph  10  of  the  Order  of  Hearing  Pro¬ 
cedure  (FCC  51-739)  issued  in  the  pro¬ 
ceeding  was  due  on  October  15,  1951,  was 
not  timely  filed.  On  February  1,  1952, 
Stephens  County  Broadcasting  Company 
filed  a  “petition  for  leave  to  file  late 
statement  and  exhibit”  in  support  of  its 
counterproposal.  It  was  alleged  therein 
that  “Due  to  a  misunderstanding  of  the 
procedure  adopted  by  the  Commission  in 
its  Order  of  July  25,  1951  litsl  consult¬ 
ant  did  not  prepare  the  necessary  sup¬ 
porting  data  until  a  very  recent  date.” 
It  was  urged  that  the  filing  of  sworn 
evidence  at  this  late  date  w'ould  not  un¬ 
duly  retard  the  instant  proceeding  nor 
prejudice  any  parties  thereto. 

^  Conclusions 

645.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  afore¬ 
said  petition  does  not  make  the  requisite 
showing  of  good  cause  for  the  acceptance 
of  sworn  evidence  filed  more  than  three 
months  late.  The  petition  for  late  filing 
is  therefore  denied  and  the  sworn  evi¬ 
dence  in  support  of  the  Stephens  County 
Broadcasting  Company  is  not  accepted 
in  this  procecdihg.  In  light  of  our  above 
action,  no  sworn  evidence  in  support  of 
the  counterproposal  is  before  us  and,  ac¬ 
cordingly,  this  counterproposal  and  the 
opposition  relating  thereto  w’ill  not  be 
considered  further  in  this  Report. 

Final  Assignment 

646.  The  follow’ing  assignment  Is 
adopted: 

VHP 

City:  Channel  No. 

Breckenridge,  Tex _  14 

SHERMAN,  DENISON,  AND  DENTON,  TEXAS 

647.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservation: 


1 

('ity 

VHF  Chau- 
ncl  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

SluTinun,  Ti'x _ 

*2  j 

52 

Uciitui),  Tex.. . 

17 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Sherman  is  20  000,  the  population  of 
Denison  is  18  OGO  and  the  population  of 
Denton  is  21,CC0. 


Sherman 

648.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Sherman 
Television  Company.  Sherman  Televi¬ 
sion  Company,  Sherman,  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  VHF  Channel 
12  to  Sherman.  No  other  changes  in  the 
assignments  proposed  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice  were  requested. 

<b)  Statement  in  support  of  counter ~ 
proposal  of  Sherman  Television  Com- 
pany.  Sherman  Television  Company 
contended  that  the  Sherman  area  would 
probably  not  receive  VHF  service  under 
the  Third  Notice  since  it  is  not  located 
near  any  city  to  which  the  Commission 
has  proposed  the  assignment  of  VHF 
channels.  It  was  alleged  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  \TIF  facility  in  Sherman  would 
serve  “well  over  109,000  people,”  and  that 
during  the  summer  vacation  period  this 
number  would  be  materially  increased. 

(c)  Under  the  Sherman  counterpro¬ 
posal,  Channel  12  at  Sherman  would  be 
183  miles  from  Shreveport,  Louisiana. 
Both  Sherman  and  Shreveport  are  sit¬ 
uated  within  Zone  II. 

(d)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Sherman  Television 
Company  counterproposal.  The  Sher¬ 
man  Television  Company  counterpro¬ 
posal  conflicts  with  the  counterproposals 
of  KTOK,  Inc.,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla¬ 
homa,  and  Voice  of  Longview,  Longview, 
Texas.  In  addition,  an  opposition  to  the 
Sherman  Television  Company  counter¬ 
proposal  was  filed  by  KTOK,  Inc. 

Denison 

649.  (a)  Counterproposals  of  Red  River 
Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation  and 
Red  River  Valley  Publishing  Company. 
Counterproposals  were  filed  by  Red  River 
Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation  and 
Red  River  Valley  Publishing  Company, 
both  of  Sherman,  requesting  the  addi¬ 
tional  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  10  to 
Sherman-Denison,  to  be  accomplished 
by  substituting  a  UHF  channel  for  VHP 
Channel  2  in  Denton  and  by  making  the 
following  other  changes  from  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice : 


City 

Third  Notice 

I’rojvwd 

chanpes 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

TIIF 
Chan¬ 
nel  .No. 

VHF 
Chan- 
nd  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No, 

Pherman,  Tex _ ... 

4r. 

— 1 

62 

- 

Denton,  Tex . 

•2 

17 

(-] 

•140.  52 

Sherman-Denison, 

(10] 

0  71 

Fort  Worth,  Tex . 

6,10 

20,  *20 

12],  5 

20. 

•20 

Waxahachie,  Tex.... 

46 

GS 

4.'>1 

61 

64] 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  the  Red 
River  Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation 
end  the  Red  River  Valley  Publishing 
Company  counterproposals.  Red  River 
Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation  and 
Red  River  Valley  Publishing  Company 
noted  that  Denison,  Texas,  is  located  ap¬ 
proximately  eight  miles  from  Sheiman 
and  contended  that  Sherman  and  Deni¬ 
son  are  situated  so  closely  together  they 
should  be  considered  as  one  area.  It  was 


submitted  that  Sherman-Denison  con¬ 
tains  the  largest  concentration  of  popu¬ 
lation  in  northern  Texas,  and  that  with 
the  exception  of  Dallas,  located  about  60 
miles  to  the  south,  and  Fort  Worth 
farther  to  the  southwest,  there  are  no 
major  population  centers  within  125 
miles  of  Sherman-Denison.  It  was 
urged  that  the  assignment  of  a  VHP 
channel  rather  than  a  UHF  channel  to 
Sherman-Denison  would  result  in  service 
to  a  larger  portion  of  the  trade  area.  It 
v.as  alleged  that  a  UHF  station  would 
serve  100  percent  of  the  Denton  trade 
area  as  compared  with  only  81.2  percent 
of  the  Sherman-Denison  trade  area, 
while  a  VHF  assignment  would  serve 
94.8  percent  of  the  Sherman-Denison 
area. 

(c)  The  assignment  of  Channel  10  to 
Sherman-Denison  would  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  substituting  UHF  Channel  46 
in  Denton  for  VKF  Channel  2,  where  it 
is  reserved  for  non-commercial  educa¬ 
tional  use,  and  by  substituting  Channel 
2  in  Port  Worth  for  Channel  10;  Channel 
63  in  Waxahachie  for  Channel  45;  and 
Channel  45  in  Hillsboro  for  Channel  63. 
It  was  noted  by  Red  River  Valley  that 
these  changes  would  result  in  two  UHF 
channels  widely  spaced  in  the  spectrum. 
Channels  17  and  46,  being  assigned  to 
Denton,  It  was  suggested  that  instead 
Channels  46  and  52  could  be  assigned  to 
Denton  by  substituting  Channel  52  in 
Denton  for  Channel  17;  Channel  17  in 
Sherman-Denison  for  Channel  52;  and 
Channel  54  in  Weatherford,  Texas,  for 
Channel  51. 

(d)  Denison  is  172  miles  from  Tulsa, 
Oklahoma,  where  Channel  17  isaasigned. 
Weatherford  is  169  miles  from  Bryan, 
Texas,  where  Channel  54  is  assigned. 
Denison  and  Weatherford  are  situated 
within  Zone  II,  and  Bryan  is  situated 
within  Zone  III. 

(e)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Red  River  Valley 
Broadcasting  Corporation  and  the  Red 
River  Valley  Publishing  Company  coun¬ 
terproposals.  The  Red  River  Valley 
counterproposals  conflict  with  the  Trin¬ 
ity  Broadcasting  Corporation  counter¬ 
proposal  for  Dallas,  Texas;  and  opposi¬ 
tions  thereto  have  been  filed  by  the 
Trinity  Broadcasting  Corporation  and 
the  Houston  Post  Company,  Houston, 
Texas. 

Denton 

650.  The  Denton  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  VHF  Channel  2  w’as  reserved  by 
the  Third  Notice  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use  in  Denton  as  a  “primarily 
educational  center.”  North  State  Texas 
College  of  Denton  filed  a  statem.ent  sup¬ 
porting  the  above  reservation  noting  that 
the  college  was  interested  in  television 
as  a  medium  for  general  public  instruc¬ 
tion  and  that  the  Board  of  Regents  had 
pledged  its  support  in  this  endeavor. 
The  JCET  also  filed  a  statement  support¬ 
ing  the  reservation  including  within  its 
presentation  a  statement  of  the  Texas 
State  College  for  Women  at  Denton  indi¬ 
cating  that  it  would  support  and  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  establishment  of  a  non¬ 
commercial  educational  station  at 
Denton. 
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Conclusions:  Additional  Assignment  of 
Channel  12  in  Sherman 

651.  The  Sherman  Television  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal  would  assign 
Channel  12  to  Sherman  at  a  distance 
of  only  183  miles  from  Shreveport, 
Louisiana.  Since  both  Sherman  and 
Denison  are  situated  within  Zone  II,  this 
assignment  would  violate  the  required 
190  mile  minimum  assignment  separa- 
i  tion  for  this  zone.  Accordingly,  the 
Sherman  Television  Company  counter¬ 
proposal  is  denied. 

Conclusions:  The  Denton  Educational 
Reservation  and  Channel  10  in  Sher~ 

!  inan-Denison 

j  652.  In  order  to  accomplish  the 

'  assignment  of  Channel  10  in  Sherman- 
Denison,  the  Red  River  Valley  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  and  Red  River  Valley 
Publishing  Company  counterproposals 
would  substitute  UHF’  Channel  46  in 
Denton  for  VHP  Channel  2  reserved  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  VHP 
Channel  2  was  a.ssigned  and  reserved  in 
Denton  as  a  “primarily  educational  cen¬ 
ter.”  As  noted  elsewhere  in  this  Report, 
we  have  as  an  assignment  principle, 
assigned  VHP  channels  to  primarily  edu¬ 
cational  centers  where  VHP  channels 
were  available.  We  see  no  reason,  on 
the  basis  of  the  record  in  this  proceed¬ 
ing,  for  deviating  from  this  principle  in 
order  to  make  possible  the  assignment 
I  of  a  VHP  channel  in  Sherman-Denison. 

,  We  are  of  the  view,  therefore,  that  Chan- 
!  nel  2  should  not  be  deleted  from  Denton. 
Furthermore,  the  suggested  changes  in 
order  to  assign  UHF  Channels  46  and  52 
to  Denton  instead  of  UHP  Channels  17 
and  46  would  require  violations  of  min¬ 
imum  a.ssignment  separation  require¬ 
ments.  In  order  to  make  the  above  as¬ 
signments,  Channel  54  would  be  assigned 
to  Weatherford  and  Channel  17  to  Sher- 
man-Deni.son.  Weatherford  is  only  169 
miles  from  Bryan  where  Channel  54  is 
also  assigned  and  Denison  is  only  172 
miles  from  Tulsa  where  Channel  17  is 
also  a.s.signed.  All  of  the  above  commu¬ 
nities  are  situated  in  Zone  II  and  ac¬ 
cordingly  the  proposed  assignments 
would  not  meet  the  175  mile  minimum 
separation  required  for  UHP  co-channel 
assignments  in  this  Zone.  The  counter¬ 
proposals  of  Red  River  Valley  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  and  Red  River  Val¬ 
ley  Publishing  Company  are  therefore 
denied. 

Fmal  Assignments  and  Reservation 


653.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted : 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
nel  No. 

UIIF  Choix- 
nel  Xo. 

Sherman,  Tex _ 

4A 

l>etiison,  Tex...... . 

.'>2 

heuton,  Tex _ _ 

•2 

17 

LONGVIEW,  TEXAS 

654.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  two  UHP  chan¬ 
nels  to  Longview,  Texas:  Channels  32 
and  38. 


(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Longview  is  25,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Voice  of  Long^ 
view.  Voice  of  Longview,  Longview, 
Texas,  requested  the  assignment  of  VHP 
Channel  12  to  Longview,  by  substituting 
Channel  10  in  Shreveport,  Louisiana,  for 
Channel  12,  Channel  5  in  El  Dorado, 
Arkansas,  for  Channel  10,  as  follows: 


City 

Third  Notice 

Propo.sed 

changes 

VHF 
I'tian- 
nel  Xo. 

T'HF 
Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

vriF 

Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

riTP 
Chan¬ 
nel  Xo, 

1 

I-ongview,  Tex...... 

3,12 

10 

32,38 

[12] 
3,  [10 
15] 

" 

32. 

K1  Dorado,  Ark _ 

26 

20 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Voice  of 
Longview  counterproposal.  Voice  of 
Longview  urged  that  the  assignment  of 
Channel  12  to  Longview  could  be  ac¬ 
complished  without  depriving  any  other 
community  of  a  television  assignment. 
It  was  suggested  that  as  an  alternative 
to  assigning  Channel  12  to  Longview, 
Channel  32  or  38,  presently  proposed  for 
Longview  in  the  Third  Notice,  could  be 
assigned  to  either  Gilmer  or  Tatum, 
Texas,  communities  near  Longview. 
Voice  of  Longview  contended  that  wher¬ 
ever  possible  at  least  one  VHP  channel 
should  be  assigned  to  each  community. 

(e)  The  Voice  of  Longview  counter¬ 
proposal  would  assign  Channel  5  to  El 
Dorado,  Arkansas,  182  miles  from  the 
co-channel  assignment  of  Channel  5  at 
Fort  Smith,  Arkansas.  Both  El  Dorado 
and  Fort  Smith  are  situated  within  Zone 
II. 

(f)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositio7is  to  the  Voice  of  Longview 
counterproposal.  Conflicting  counter¬ 
proposals  and  oppositions  to  the  Voice 
of  Longview  counterproposal  were  filed 
by  East  Texas  Television  Company,  Long¬ 
view,  Texas;  Lamar  Life  Insurance  Com¬ 
pany,  Jackson,  Mississippi;  and  Sher¬ 
man  Television  Company,  Sherman, 
Texas. 

^g)  In  its  opposition.  East  Texas  Tele¬ 
vision  Company  opposed  any  removal  of 
UHF  Channel  32  or  38  from  Longview 
for  assignment  to  Tatum  or  Gilmer.  It 
was  noted  that  the  town  of  Tatum  has 
a  population  of  599  persons;  that  it  has 
less  than  10  retail  stores;  and  that  Ta¬ 
tum  cannot  support  a  television  station. 
The  Gilmer  population  was  alleged  to  be 
4,114,  and  it  was  urged  that  this  com¬ 
munity  also  does  not  possess  the  econ¬ 
omy  necessary  to  maintain  a  television 
facility.  It  was  also  noted  that  neither 
Tatum  nor  Gilmer  has  an  AM  or  PM 
outlet.  In  addition  to  the  foregoing. 
International  Broadcasting  Corporation, 
Shreveport,  Louisiana,  supported  the 
proposed  assignments  for  Shreveport, 
including  the  assignment  of  Channel  12 
but  has  not  specifically  opposed  the 
Voice  of  Longview’s  request  to  substitute 
Channel  10  in  Shreveport. 

(h)  Counterproposal  of  East  Texas 
Television  Company.  East  Texas  Tele¬ 
vision  Company  requested  the  additional 


assignment  of  Channel  9  to  Longview  by 
substituting  Channel  10  in  Lufkin  for 
Channel  9  as  follows: 


1  Third  Notice 

Profwseil 

changes 

City 

VHF 

rnF 

VHF 

CHF 

I’han- 

Chan- 

Chan-  1 

Chan- 

nel  Xo. 

nel  .No. 

nel  Xo. ' 

nel  .No. 

Longview,  Tex . 

32,3.8 

[91 

32. 38 

Lufkin,  Tex . 

9 

46 

[10] 

4i> 

1 

(i)  Statement  in  support  of  East 
Texas  Television  Company  counterpro¬ 
posal.  East  Texas  Television  Company 
stated  that  within  an  area  of  25  miles  of 
Longview  is  a  population  of  121,492  and 
38,985  housing  units,  and  that  Lufkin, 
on  a  comparable  basis,  has  a  population 
of  55,447  and  17,041  housing  units.  It 
w'as  contended  that  Longview,  and  its 
trade  area,  is  able  economically  to  sup¬ 
port  a  VHP  television  broadcast  facility 
while  there  is  “serious  and  grave  doubts 
that  the  Lufkin  area  could  so  support 
one.”  It  was  urged  that  a  VHP  tele¬ 
vision  station  in  Longview  would  reach  a 
large  population  in  East  Texas  which 
would  not  receive  such  service  from  any 
other  station  proposed  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice.  East  Texas  submitted  that  the 
public  interest,  convenience  and  neces¬ 
sity  requires  the  assignment  of  a  VHP 
television  assignment  in  this  area.  It 
was  urged  that  Channel  10  in  Lufkin 
would  be  adequate  to  provide  service  to 
that  community. 

(j)  The  East  Texas  Television  Com¬ 
pany  would  utilize  Channel  9  in  Long¬ 
view  co-channel  with  Hot  Springs, 
Arkansas.  East  Texas  Television  Com¬ 
pany  alleged  that  the  distance  between 
these  cities  was  176  miles  but  gave  no 
Indication  as  to  how  this  measurement 
was  obtained  and  it  appears  to  be  in  er¬ 
ror.  Forest  Capital  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  in  its  opposition,  alleged  that  the 
distance  between  Longview  and  Hot 
Springs  is  168  miles.  We  find  the  dis¬ 
tance  to  be  approximately  170  miles. 
Channel  10  at  Lufkin  would  be  176  miles 
from  the  co-channel  assignment  of 
Channel  10  at  El  Dorado,  Arkansas,  and 
180  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  10  at  Fort  Worth, 
Texas.  All  of  the  above  cities  are  in 
Zone  II  with  the  exception  of  Lufkin, 
which  is  in  Zone  HI. 

(k)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  East  Texas  Television 
Company  counterproposal.  The  counter¬ 
proposal  of  East  Texas  Television  Com¬ 
pany  conflicts  with  the  counterproposal 
of  Trinity  Broadcasting  Corporation, 
Dallas,  Texas.  Oppositions  to  the  East 
Texas  Television  counterproposal  have 
been  filed  by  Trinity  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration;  Julius  M.  Gordon  &  Associates, 
Inc.,  Lufkin,  Texas;  and  Forest  Capital 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Lufkin,  Texas. 

Conclusions:  Voice  of  Longview 
Counterproposal 

655.  The  Voice  of  Longview  counter¬ 
proposal  in  assigning  Channel  12  to 
Longview  would  assign  Channel  5  at  El 
Dorado,  Arkansas,  only  182  miles  from 
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the  co-channel  assignment  at  Port 
Smith.  Arkansas.  Since  both  El  Dorado 
and  Fort  Smith  are  situated  in  Zone  II, 
this  assignment  would  not  meet  the  re¬ 
quired  l&O  mile  minimum  separation  for 
co-channel  assif;nments  in  this  Zone. 
Accordingly,  the  Voice  of  Longview 
counterprcpo.sal  is  denied. 

Conclvs'ons:  East  Texas  Television 
Company  Counterproposal 

€33.  Hie  East  Texas  Television  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal  would  assign 
Channel  9  in  Longview  at  a  distance  of 
only  170  m.les  from  Hot  Springs,  Arkan¬ 
sas.  where  this  channel  is  assigned. 
This  di.stancc  is  well  below  the  required 
ISO  m’le  minimum  separation  for  co¬ 
channel  assignments  in  Zone  II  where 
these  communities  are  situated.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  in  achieving  the  assignment  of 
Channel  9  in  Longview,  East  Texas  Tele¬ 
vision  Company  would  as.sign  Channel 
10  in  Lufkin,  at  a  distance  of  only  176 
miles  from  the  co-channel  assignment 
at  El  Doi'ado,  Arkansas,  and  180  milos 
from  the  co-channel  assignment  at  Fort 
Worth.  Texas.  Lufkin  is  situated  in 
2k)ne  III  and  Fort  Worth  and  El  Dorado 
in  Zone  II.  Accordingly,  the  counter- 
prcpcsal  dees  not  meet  the  190  mile 
minimum  co-channel  assignment  sep- 
ai  aticn.  In  light  of  the  above  violations 
of  the  minimum  separation  require¬ 
ments.  the  East  Texas  Television  Com¬ 


te)  Statement  in  support  of  Lack’s 
Stores,  Inc.,  counterproposal.  Lack’s 
Stores,  Inc.,  alleged  that  the  nearest  VHP 
assignments  under  the  Commission’s 
plan  v.ere  proposed  for  Corpus  Christi, 
San  Antonio.  Galveston  and  Houston,  all 
at  least  75  miles  from  Victoria.  It  was 
noted  that  these  cities  form  a  triangle, 
with  Victoria  roughly  in  the  center;  and, 
accordingly,  it  was  submitted  that  large 
areas  surrounding  Victoria  would  not  re¬ 
ceive  reliable  VhlP  service  under  the 
Commission’s  plan.  It  was  urged  that 
UHP  would  not  be  adequate,  and  that  a 
UHP  facility  would  not  be  utilized  in 
Victoria  in  the  foreseeable  future.  It 
was  contended,  accordingly,  that  a  maxi¬ 
mum  need  for  V^'F  service  exists  in  Vic¬ 
toria.  It  was  noted  tliat  the  removal 
of  one  of  the  channels  from  San  An¬ 
tonio  would  still  leave  this  city  and  its 
surrounding  area  with  three  VHF  serv¬ 
ices. 

<f)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  Lack’s  Stores,  Inc.,  coun~ 
tcrproposal.  No  conflicting  counterpro¬ 
posals  have  been  filed.  Oppositions  to 
tlie  counterproposal  of  Lack’s  Stores, 
lac.,  have  been  filed  by  Texas  State  Net- 


Final  Assignments 

657.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted: 

VHF 

City:  Channel  No. 

Longview,  Tex _ 32,  38 

SAN  ANTONIO  AND  VICTOMA,  TEXAS 

658.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations; 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

CHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Fan  Antonio,  Tex . 

12  I 

3S,  41 

\  k'KN-ia,  Tex . . . 

ly 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
the  San  Antonio  standard  metropolitan 
area  is  500,000  and  of  the  city  of  San 
Antonio,  408.000.  The  population  of 
Victoria  is  16.000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  San  Antonio 
Television  Company  is  licensed  for  the 
operation  of  Station  KEYL  on  Channel 
5  and  Southland  Industries.  Inc.,  is 
licensed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WOAI-'TV  on  Channel  4,  both  in  San 
Aritonio,  Texas. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Lack’s  Stores, 
Inc.  Lack’s  Stores,  Inc.,  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  VHF  Channel 
12  to  Victoria  by  substituting  UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  r?  in  San  Antonio  for  Channel  12,  as 
follows : 


w'crk,  Inc.*  and  the  Walmac  Company, 
both  of  San  Antonio. 


^  On  November  6,  1951,  Texas  State  Net¬ 
work,  Inc.,  Fort  Worth,  Texas,  filed  a  Motion 
to  Strike  the  statement  of  L.ick’s  Stores,  Inc., 
filed  October  15.  1051,  in  support  cf  its  May 
7,  1951,  comments,  alleging  that  the  October 
15.  1051,  statement  constituted  a  new  pro¬ 
posal  departing  from  the  May  7,  1951,  com¬ 
ment  and  therefore  not  in  confornrity  with 
par.  5  (b)  of  the  Order  of  Hearing  Procedure 
of  July  25,  1951.  The  May  7,  1951  Comment 
of  Lack’s  Stores,  Inc.,  proposed  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHF  Channel  12  in  Victoria,  Texas, 
rathfr  than  to  San  Antonio,  Terras,  and  the 
engineering  affidavit  attached  thereto  stated 
“it  is  anticipated  that  an  additional  UHF 
facility  can  be  made  available  to  San  Antonio 
to  replace  the  VHF  facility  removed.”  In  its 
sworn  statement  of  October  15,  1951,  Lack’s 
Stores.  Inc.,  proposed  the  assignment  of  VHP 
Channel  12  to  Victoria  instead  of  San  An¬ 
tonio  with  UHF  Channel  23  to  replace  the 
deletion  of  Channel  12  at  San  Antonio.  Tlie 
engineering  affidavit  attached  thereto  sup¬ 
ports  this  as.slgnment.  On  November  13, 
1951,  Lack’s  Stores.  Inc.,  filed  an  opposition 
to  the  Motion  to  Strike.  We  believe  that  the 
Ocloljer  15,  1951,  sworn  statement  of  Lack’s 
Stores,  Inc.,  is  consistent  with  Its  Comment 
cf  May  7,  1951.  Accordingly,  the  Motion  to 
Strike  is  denied  and  the  Lack’s  Stores,  Inc., 
statement  is  being  considered  la  this  pro- 
tc-ding. 


fg)  Educational  reservation  in  Sat 
Antonio.  St.  Mary’s  University  of  San 
Antonio  filed  a  statement  in  support  of 
the  reservation  of  Channel  9  in  San  An¬ 
tonio  for  noncommercial  educational  use. 
The  University  stated  that  it  was  pres¬ 
ently  cooperating  with  the  two  commer¬ 
cial  stations  in  San  Antonio  in  providing 
programs  of  an  educational  nature,  it 
was  noted  that  while  the  University  had 
no  definite  solution  for  the  problem  of 
financing,  it  proposed  to  w’ork  with  other 
educational  groups  to  find  a  means  of 
establishing  an  educational  television 
station.  Additional  support  for  the  res¬ 
ervation  was  submitted  by  Our  Lady  of 
the  Lake  College  at  San  Antonio.  No 
oppositions  to  the  proposed  reservation 
were  filed. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Assignment 
for  Victoria 

659.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  record 
does  not  support  the  basis  for  assigning 
VHP  Channel  12  to  Victoria  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  deleting  a  VHF  channel  from 
San  Antonio.  In  light  of  the  wide  dis¬ 
parity  in  population  betw^een  San  An¬ 
tonio  and  Victoria,  a  community  of 
16,000,  we  do  not  believe  such  an  assign¬ 
ment  w’ould  be  warranted.  Acccrdingly, 
the  counterproposal  of  Lack’s  Stores, 
Inc.,  is  denied. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation  in 
San  Antonio 

660.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  Channel  9  in  San  Antonio 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

661.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted; 


City 

I  VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  -No.  1 

I  JIF  Chan- 
ikI  -No. 

Fan  .Antonio,  Tox. 

1 

. I  4.5,*y,  12 

a:.  41 

I'J 

1  1 

D.ALLAS,  TEX.AS 

632.  fa)  Proposed  assignments  end 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Ccniniission  preposed  the  assignment  ot 
five  channels  to  Dallas,  Texes:  VH? 
Channels  4,  8,  and  13  and  UHF  Chan¬ 
nels  23  and  29,  with  Channel  13  reserved 
for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  Dalles  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  has  a  population 
of  615,000  and  the  city  of  Dallas  has  a 
population  of  434,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  A.  H  Pelo  Cor¬ 
poration  is  licensed  for  the  cpeiaticn  cf 
Station  V/FAA-TV  on  Channel  8  rnd 
KRLD  Radio  Corporation  is  licensed  for 
the  operation  of  Station  KRLD-TV  on 
Channel  4,  both  ih  Dallas. 

(d>  Statement  in  support  of  proposed 
assignments.  A.  H.  Br-lo  Corporation. 
Dallas.  Texas,  supported  the  proposed 
assignments  for  Dallas.  It  was  noted 
that  the  nearest  co-channel  assignment 
to  Channel  8  in  Dallas  would  be  at  Mus¬ 
kogee.  Oklahoma,  a  distance  of  220  miles, 
and  the  nearest  adjacent  channel  as- 


pany  counterproposal  is  denied. 


1 

j  Third  N’otk« 

Count  erjiropo.'al 

(■;:v  1 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
-No. 

'  VHF  Channel 
No.  , 

1  UHF  Channel 
No. 

Fan  Antonio,  'i'lX _ 

Vietorin,  Tex . 

4,5,  *9,12 

8r..41 

ly 

4.  5,  *9.1-1 
1121 

\Zi].2S.  41 
ly 

Friday,  May  2,  1952 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 


3999 


signment  would  be  Channel  7  at  Tyler, 
Texas,  a  distance  of  92  miles. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  Trinity  Broads 
casting  Corporation.  Trinity  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Corporation.  Dallas,  requested  the 


(f)  Statement  in  support  of  counter- 
proposal  of  Trinity  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration.  Trinity  Broadcasting  Corpor¬ 
ation  pointed  out  that  of  the  three  VHP 
channels  proposed  for  Dallas  in  the 
Third  Notice,  two  are  presently  in  use 
and  the  last,  Channel  13,  is  proposed  to 
be  reserved  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  Accordingly,  it  was  noted 
that  under  the  proposed  assignments,  no 
VHP  channels  would  be  available  for 
new  commercial  applicants  in  Dallas. 
In  view  of  the  size  of  Dallas,  its 
rapid  growth,  and  its  large  and  pros¬ 
perous  trading  area.  Trinity  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  urged  that  the 
maximum  number  of  “wide  coverage 
television  facilities”  should  be  assigned. 
Trinity  Broadcasting  Corporation  sub¬ 
mitted  that  assigning  only  two  VHP 
channels  in  Dallas  for  commercial  pur¬ 
poses  would  create  “monopolistic  prob¬ 
lems  of  two  dominant  television 
networks  in  a  large  and  prosperous  area 
where  competition  should  obviously  be 
encouraged  rather  than  limited.”  It  was 
argued  that  it  would  be  possible  to  reas¬ 
sign  VHP  channels  to  five  communities 
In  Texas  and  one  community  in  Okla¬ 
homa  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  reduce  the 
number  of  VHP  channels  proposed  by 
the  Commi.s.sion  for  any  of  these  com¬ 
munities  while  at  the  same  time  achiev¬ 
ing  an  additional  VHP  channel  in 
Dallas.  Since  Station  WFAA-TV  is  op¬ 
erating  on  Channel  8.  which  Trinity 
Broadca.sting  Corporation  would  delete, 
this  station  would  have  to  move  from 
Channel  8  to  Channel  7.  Trinity  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  urged  that  this 
“minor  move  within  the  upper  half  of 
the  VHP  band  is  an  extremely  simple 
one  technically  and  involves  relatively 
little  cost.” 

(g)  The  assignment  of  Channel  7  at 
Dallas  would  result  in  a  182  mile  co- 
channel  separation  between  Dallas  and 
Austin,  Texas,  where  Channel  7  is  as¬ 
signed.  The  assignment  of  Channel  9 
at  Dallas  would  result  in  a  173  mile  co¬ 
channel  separation  between  Dallas  and 
Abilene,  Texas,  where  Channel  9  is  as¬ 
signed.  Tlie  assignment  of  Channel  8 
at  Tyler  would  result  in  a  179-mile  co¬ 
channel  separation  between  Tyler  and 
Houston  where  Channel  8  is  assigned. 
The  as-signment  of  Channel  5  at  Lufkin 
would  result  In  a  180  mile  co-channel 
separation  between  Lufkin  and  Fort 
Worth.  Texas,  where  Channel  5  Is  as¬ 
signed.  Dallas,  Fort  Worth,  Abilene  and 


assignment  of  an  additional  VHP  chan¬ 
nel  to  Dallas  by  deleting  Channel  8  from 
Dallas  and  substituting  therefor  Chan¬ 
nels  7  and  9,  and  making  other  changes 
as  set  forth  below: 


Tyler  are  all  situated  in  Zone  II.  Hous¬ 
ton.  Lufkin  and  Austin  are  situated  in 
Zone  III. 

(h)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Trinity  Broadcasting 
Corporation  counterproposal.  The  Trin¬ 
ity  Broadcasting  Corporation’s  counter¬ 
proposal  conflicts  with  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  KTRH  Broadcasting  Company 
and  Shamrock  Broadcasting  Company, 
Houston,  Texas;  South  Texas  Television 
Company,  Houston,  Texas;  Red  River 
Valley  Broadcasting  Corporation  and 
Red  River  Valley  Publishing  Company, 
Sherman.  Texas;  East  Texas  Television 
Company,  Longview,  Texas;  and  Ste¬ 
phens  County  Broadcasting  Company, 
Breckenridge,  Texas.”  In  addition,  op¬ 
positions  to  the  Trinity  Broadcasting 
Corporation  counterproposal  were  filed 
by  A.  H.  Belo  Corporation,  Dallas,  Texas; 
Julius  M.  Gordon  &  Associates,  Inc., 
Lufkin,  Texas;  KTRH  Broadcasting 
Company  and  Shamrock  Broadcasting 
Company,  Houston.  Texas;  Lucille  Ross 
Buford,  licensee  of  Station  KGKB,  Tyler, 
Texas,  and  Oil  Belt  Television  Company, 
Breckenridge,  Texas.” 

(i)  Educational  reservation.  The 
JCET  filed  a  statement  supporting  the 
reservation  of  Channel  13  in  Dallas  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  It  was 
urged  that  Dallas  was  a  great  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  with  many  schools  and  colleges 
and  that  it  was  important  that  Channel 
13  be  reserved.  No  oppositions  to  the 
proposed  reservation  have  been  filed. 

Conclusions:  Additional  Commercial 
-  VHF  Assignments 

663.  The  Trinity  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal  would  assign  an 
additional  VHP  channel  to  Dallas  only 
by  deviating  from  the  required  minimum 
mileage  separations.  Channel  7  at  Dal¬ 
las  would  be  only  182  miles  from  the 
co-channel  assignment  at  Austin;  Chan¬ 
nel  9  at  Dallas  would  be  only  173  miles 
from  the  co-channel  assignment  at 


*»No  sworn  evidence  In  support  of  the 
Breckenridge  counterproposal  w’as  accepted 
for  filing,  and,  accordingly,  this  comment 
will  not  be  considered  In  this  Rejxirt. 

*"  Although  Oil  Belt  Television  Company 
filed  a  comment  In  opposition  to  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Trinity  Broadcasting  Corporation 
on  June  11,  1951,  no  sworn  evidence  was  sub¬ 
mitted  in  support  of  Its  oppositions;  and, 
accordlng'.y,  the  opposition  will  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  further  In  this  report. 


Abilene;  Channel  8  at  Tyler  would  be 
only  179  miles  from  the  co-channel  as¬ 
signment  at  Houston;  and  finally,  Chan¬ 
nel  5  at  Lufkin  would  be  only  180  miles 
from  the  co-channel  assignment  at  Fort 
Worth.  Since  all  of  these  measure¬ 
ments  are  between  cities  in  Zone  II.  or 
between  cities  in  Zone  II  and  Zone  III, 
they  do  not  meet  the  required  190-mile 
minimum  separation  for  co-channel  as¬ 
signments.  Accordingly,  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Trinity  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration  is  denied. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

664.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
reservation  of  VHP  Channel  13  in  Dallas 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 

Conclusions:  Additional  Channel  for 
Dallas 

665.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  as¬ 
signment  of  an  additional  channel  in 
Dallas  is  warranted  on  the  basis  of  the 
record.”  It  was  above  noted  that  the 
counterproposal  requesting  additional 
VHF  channels  for  Dallas  could  not  be 
granted.  UHP  Channel  73  in  Dallas 
would  meet  the  required  mileage  spac- 
Ings  for  channel  assignments  in  this 
zone.  Accordingly,  Channel  73  will  be 
added  to  Dallas. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

666.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHP’  Chan- 
nt'l  Xo. 

UHK  rii.-in- 
-  nel  Xo. 

I)all:i.s.  _ ..... _ 

23.  29.  73 

AMARILLO,  LUBBOCK,  AND  MONOHANS,  TEXAS 

667.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


Cily 

VHF  rhan- 
iiel  Xo. 

UHF  Than- 
nel  Xo. 

Amarillo,  Tox _ 

■ 

•2,  4.  \  7, 10 
11,  13 

5 

Liihhock,  Tex _ 

•  20,  2i> 

Monahans,  Tex _ 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  metro¬ 
politan  area  of  Lubbock  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  101,000  with  the  city  of  Lubbock 
having  a  population  of  72.000.  The 
Amarillo  standard  metropolitan  area  has 
a  population  of  87,000  and  the  city  of 
Amarillo,  a  population  of  74,000.  The 
population  of  Monahans  is  6,000. 

Lubbock 

668.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Plains 
Radio  Broadcasting  Company.  Plains 
Radio  Broadcasting  Company,  Lubbock, 


•'  See  also  our  discussion  above  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  addition  of  a  UHF  channel  to 
Pittsburgh,  Pa. 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed  changes 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
Ko. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

Dallas,  1'PK . 

4. 8.  *13 

23,29 

4, 17. 9],  *13 

23,29 

Tylor,  Tex _ _ _ _ _ 

7 

19 

to 

Lufkin,  Tex . . . . 

0 

4« 

[■i 

46 

Fort  Worth,  Tex . 

5,10 

20.  •■2rt 

5.(11 

20.  *26 

VV.aco,  Tex  _ _ _ 

11 

••2S.  34 

to 

•2S,  34 

Lawton,  Okla.. _ _ _ 

11 

•2S.  34 

[lo] 

•2H,34 

4000 
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Texas,  requested  the  additional  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  5  to  Lubbock  by  delet¬ 
ing  this  channel  from  Amarillo.  Texas. 


<b)  Statement  in  support  of  Plains 
Radio  Broadcasting  Company  counter¬ 
proposal.  Plains  Radio  Broadcasting 
Company  pointed  out  that  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  5  to  Lubbcck.  rather 
than  to  Amarillo,  would  provide  three 
VHF  channels  to  Lubbock,  and  four  VHP 
channels  to  Amarillo.  It  wtis  noted  that 
the  population  of  Amarillo  and  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  Lubbock  are  practically  equal. 
According!}-,  it  urged  that  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  5  to  Lubbock  rather 
than  to  Amarillo  would  effect  a  more 
erui table  distribution  of  television  facili¬ 
ties.  It  was  argued  that  there  is  no  valid 
reason  \^hy  Amarillo  should  be  assigned 
five  VKF  channels,  W’ith  Lubbock  only 
two. 

(c)  It  was  pointed  out  that  although 
in  1949  Amarillo  had  a  substantially 
larger  population  than  did  Lubbock,  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  10  years  Lubbock  has  grown 
124  percent  in  population.  It  is  also 
noted  tliat  tiie  1950  population  figures 
for  the  metropolitan  aiea  of  Lubbock  are 
substantially  greater-  than  those  for 
Amarillo.  It  was  submitted  that  because 
cf  tlie  ccmparable  size  of  the  two  cities, 
and  the  ccmparable  amount  of  busine.ss 
done  in  each  city,  a  fair  and  equitable 
distribution  of  television  facilities  re- 
o.uires  that  a  ccmparable  number  of  VHP 
channels  be  assigned  to  each  of  the  cities. 
The  closest  co-channel  assignment  to 
Channel  5  at  Lubbock  would  be  2C8  miles, 
while  the  closest  adjacent  channel  as¬ 
signment  would  be  161  miles.  Channel  9 
at  Monahans  would  be  205  mile.s  from 
the  closest  co-channel  assignment,  and 
150  miles  frem  the  closest  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  assignment. 

(d>  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Plains  Radio  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  counterproposal.  No 
oppositions  nor  conflicting  counterpro¬ 
posals  to  th"  Plains  Radio  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal  have  been 
filed. 

(e)  The  Lubbock  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  JCET  supported  the  reserva- 
t'on  cf  UHF  Channel  20  in  Lubbock  fer 
noncommercial  educational  use  and  sub¬ 
mitted  statements  by  Texas  Technologi¬ 
cal  College  and  the  Lubbcck  Independent 
School  District  supporting  the  reserva¬ 
tion.  No  oppositions  to  the  proposed 
reservation  were  filed. 

Amarillo 

639.  The  Amarillo  educational  reserva- 
tion.  The  JCET  and  Amarillo  Public 
Schools  supported  tlie  reservation  of 
VHP  Channel  2  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use  in  Amarillo.  The  JCET 
submitted  a  statement  by  West  Texas 
College,  Canyon.  Texas,  supporting  the 


and  by  making  the  following  changes  In 
the  assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice; 


reservation.  No  oppositions  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  resei-vation  were  filed. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF 
Assignment  in  Lubbock 

670.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  rec¬ 
ord  supports  the  basis  for  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHF  Channel  5  in  Lubbock.  In 
light  of  the  comparable  size  and  import¬ 
ance  of  Lubbock  and  Amarillo,  we  believe 
that  the  assignment  of  a  third  VHP 
channel  to  Lubbock  would  effect  a  more 
equitable  distribution  of  television  facili¬ 
ties  than  the  assignment  of  a  fifth 
channel  to  Amarillo.  Accordingly,  the 
counterproposal  of  Plains  Radio  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  is  granted.  As  noted 
above,  the  Mexican-United  States  Tele¬ 
vision  Agreement  has  been  modified  to 
reflect  the  substitution  of  VKF  Channel 
9  to  Monahans  for  Chamrel  5. 

Conclusions:  Lubbock  and  Amarillo 
Educational  Reservations 

671.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  20  in  Lubbock  and 
Channel  2  in  Amarillo  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  are  finalized." 

Final  Assigrimcnts  and  Reservations 


672.  The  follow-ing  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VIIF  Than-  j 
lM-1  No. 

VHF  rhnn- 
i:el  Xo. 

I.iihhofk,  Tot _ _ 

f.  11.  l.'i 
•Z  4.  7, 10  1 
U 

•20.  2-5 

Anfftrillo.  T«‘\_ . . 

Aloiiiiiians,  Tt\ . . . 

KC  ALLEN,  BROW'NSVILLE,  HARLINGEN,  AND 
WESLACO,  TEXAS 


673.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
tlie  Third  Notice  the  CDmm'ssion  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  assignments: 


City 

VHF  riian- 
iifl  X’o. 

VHF  Than- 
iicl  Xo. 

McAllpn  _ _ 

20 

Hn»v.TisviU«‘,  Tvx _ 

i.  5  j 

llurlinpon,  Te\ _ 

23 

No  assignments  were  proposed  for  Wes¬ 
laco. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Browns¬ 
ville  has  a  population  of  26,000;  the  city 
of  Harlingen  a  population  of  23,000;  the 
city  of  McAllen  a  population  of  20,000; 
and  Weslaco  a  population  of  8,000. 

McAllen 

674.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  McAllen 
Television  Company.  McAllen  Televi- 


”  No  request  wr\s  mnde  In  the  record  for  a 
VHF  educational  reservation  in  Lubboc^c. 


Sion  Company,  McAllen.  Texas,  requested 
the  additional  assignment  of  VHF  Chan- 
nel*  5  to  McAllen  by  moving  Channel  5 
from  Brownsville  to  McAllen  and  assign¬ 
ing  Channel  12  to  Brownsville  in  place 
of  Channel  5,  as  follows: 


City 

j  Third  Xotict'  j 

I’roposeil 

ehanci's 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  .X’o. 

VHF 

1  Chan- 
i  nel  X’o. 

1  VHF 

1  <'hi>n- 
'  ncl  .N’o. 

1  I’HF 
'  Clutn- 
n<  1  Xo. 

|5] 

20 

Hrownsvillc,  Tci _ 

4.5 

20  j 

4.1i3 

<h)  Statement  in  support  of  McAllen 
Television  Company  counterproposal. 
McAllen  Television  Cempany  argued 
that  two  channels  would  not  be  utilized 
in  BrovATisville ;  that  there  is  a  wide¬ 
spread  interest  in  McAllen  and  Hidalgo 
County  for  VHP  television  rervics;  and 
that  the  removal  of  Channel  5  from 
BrowTisville  and  its  assignment  at  Mc¬ 
Allen  would  not  deprive  the  Brownsville 
population  of  VHF  service,  since  Chan¬ 
nel  4  would  remain  in  Browmsvilie.  It 
was  also  suggested  that  Channel  12 
could  be  utilized  in  Brownsville  should 
additional  television  service  be  required 
in  that  community. 

^c)  As  noted  above,  Channel  12  is  as¬ 
signed  to  Reynesa,  Mexico,  by  the  Mex¬ 
ican-United  States  Television  Agree¬ 
ment.  Reynesa  is  only  52  miles  from 
Brownsville  where  Channel  12  is  pro¬ 
posed  as  a  substitute  for  Channel  5. 

<d)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  McAllen  Television 
Company  counterproposal.  A  conflict¬ 
ing  counterproposal  to  the  McAllen  Tele¬ 
vision  Company  ccuntcrpropcsal  has 
been  filed  by  Taylor  Radio  and  Televi¬ 
sion  Corporation,  Weslaco.  Texas.  Op¬ 
positions  to  the  McAllen  Television  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal  were  filed  by 
Brownsville  Broadcasting  Company, 
Brownsville,  Texas,  and  Taylor  Rcadio 
end  Television  Corporation,  V/eslaco. 

Harlingen 

675.  ta)  Counterproposal  of  Harbe- 
nito  Broadcasting  Cempany,  Inc.  Har- 
benito  Broadcasting  Com.pany,  Inc.,  Har¬ 
lingen.  Texas,  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  Channel  4  to  Hirlingen, 
Texas.  This  assignment  would  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  deleting  the  Channel  4 
assignment  from  Brownsville,  Texas,  and 
substituting  UHF  Channel  SC  in  Browns¬ 
ville.  as  follows: 


Third  X’ctice  j 

rropnsod 

chunpos 

City 

VIIF 

VHF  VHF 

VIIF 

Chan-  t'hiin- 

Ci;;n- 

!  ciiiiti- 

lu-lXo.  ni'lXVi. 

II.  i  .No. 

m  l  No. 

Hwlinpen.  Tot _ 

.  23 

'41 

21 

I-rowJUivillc,  'l'o\ _ 

4.  .5,  ! . 

1 

130] 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Harbenito 
Broadcasting  Cempany.  Inc.,  counterpro¬ 
posal.  Harbenito  Broadcasting  Company 
contended  that  its  counterproposal 
would  effect  a  fair,  efficient  and  equitable 
distribution  of  television  facilities.  It 
was  urged  that  the  assignment  of  a  VHF 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed  chanpes 

V'HF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
Ko. 

VIIF  Channel 
No. 

1 

VnF  Channel 
No. 

•2, 4,  5,  7, 10 
11,1.3 

5 

•2.4,1— 1.7, 10 
15],  11, 13 

l«] 

•20,26 

•20,26 

r 
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channel  at  Harlingen  would  make  avail* 
able  a  second  station  to  that  commimity, 
and  would  provide  service  to  a  substan¬ 
tially  greater  population  than  that  which 
would  receive  service  from  a  station  lo¬ 
cated  in  Brownsville.  It  was  submitted, 
that  the  use  of  Channel  4  at  Brownsville 
would  result  in  a  dissipation  of  the  signal 
since  a  substantial  amount  of  the  service 
area  would  fall  within  the  Gulf  of  Mex¬ 
ico.  and  since  a  greater  portion  of  the 
service  area  would  fall  in  Mexico  than 
would  be  the  case  if  Channel  4  were 
assigned  to  HarlingeiL  It  was  also  noted 
that  under  the  Harbenito  counterpro- 
pcsal,  the  number  of  stations  available 
to  Brownsville  would  not  be  reduced  since 
UHF  Channel  36  would  be  provided  as  a 
substitute  for  that  community  and  that 
the  assignment  of  Channel  4  at  Harlin¬ 
gen  would  still  provide  Grade  A  service 
to  Brow  nsville.  Harbenito  Broadcasting 
Company  noted  that  Harlingen  is  more 
centrally  located  in  the  Rio  Grande  Val¬ 
ley  than  Brow'nsville ;  that  the  maximum 
population  density  occurs  several  miles 
west  of  Brownsville;  and  that,  accord¬ 
ingly,  a  significant  increase  in  popula¬ 
tion  could  be  served  by  the  assignment  of 
Channel  4  to  a  community  farther  west 
than  Brownsville.  Harbenito  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company.  Inc.,  also  asserted  that  a 
combination  of  the  Harlingen  and  San 
Benito  populations,  San  Benito  being 
less  than  4  miles  from  Harlingen,  is 
slightly  in  excess  of  that  of  Brownsville. 

(c)  The  closest  co-channel  assignment 
to  Channel  4  at  Harlingen  W'ould  be  the 
assignment  in  the  Mexican-United 
States  Television  Agreement  for  Saltillo, 
Coahuila,  Mexico,  at  a  distance  of  214 
miles,  while  the  closest  adjacent  channel 
assignment  would  be  Channel  3  at 
Laredo,  Texas,  at  a  distance  ofT43  miles. 
The  nearest  co-channel  assignment  to 
Channel  36  in  Brownsville  would  be  at 
Jacksonville,  Texas,  at  a  distance  of  437 
miles,  and  the  nearest  adjacent  channel 
assignment  would  be  Channel  35  at  San 
Antonio.  248  miles  distant. 

(d)  Conflicting  couiiterproposals  and. 
(^positions  to  the  Harbetiito  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  Inc.,  counterproposal. 
Oppositions  to  the  Harbenito  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  Inc.,  counterproposal  were 
filed  by  Brownsville  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Brownsville,  Texas,  and  the  Hous¬ 
ton  Post  Company,  Houston  Texas. 
Taylor  Radio  and  Television  Corpora¬ 
tion,  Weslaco,  Texas,  filed  a  counterpro¬ 
posal  conflicting  in  part  with  the  Har¬ 
benito  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
counterproposal.  In  its  opposition,  the 
Brownsville  Broadcasting  Company  sup¬ 
ported  the  Commission’s  proposed  as¬ 
signments  of  VHP  Channels  4  and  5  in 
Brownsville.  It  was  urged  that  Har¬ 
lingen  had  a  population  of  only  23,000 
as  compared  with  36,000  for  Browns- 
t^ille;  that  the  assignment  of  one  VHP 
and  one  UHF  Channel  to  Brownsville 
would  create  a  serious  economic  situa¬ 
tion  for  the  UHF  broadcaster,  while  the 
problem  of  intermixture  would  not  arise 
under  the  Commission’s  proposal  and 
that  UHF  Channel  54  or  60  could  be  as¬ 
signed  to  Harlingen  if  added  assignments 
were  necessary  in  that  community.  In 
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its  opposition,  the  Houston  Post  ob¬ 
jected  to  the  use  of  Channel  4  in  Har¬ 
lingen  since  it  would  be  assigned  only 
228  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  at  San  Antonio.  The  Houston  Post 
Company  urged  a  minimum  spacing  of 
240  miles  for  assignments  in  this  area 
on  Channels  2  through  6. 

Weslaco-Harlingen 

676.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Taylor 
Radio  and  Television  Corporation. 
Taylor  Radio  and  Television  Corpora¬ 
tion  of  Weslaco,  Texas,  requested  the 
additional  assignments  of  Charmels  4 
and  5  to  Weslaco-Harlingen  by  deleting 
Channels  4  and  5  from  Brownsville,  and 
by  making  the  following  changes  in  the 
assignments  proposed  in  the  ’Third 
Notice:  ** 


City 

j  Third  Notice 

Proposed 

changes 

VHF 
t'han- 
ir1  No. 

rnF 
Chan¬ 
nel  .No. 

VHF  1 
Chan-  1 
nelNo. 

riip 
Chan- 
nel  No. 

I’rown.cvillo,  Trx _ 

W  «>^l80o  -  HurliiiKen, 
T('x. 

Harlingen,  Tci _ 

4,5 

(-.  -1  1 
If  5] 

23 

23 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Taylor 
Radio  and  Television  Corporation  coun¬ 
terproposal.  Taylor  Radio  and  Televi¬ 
sion  Corporation  contended  that  a  large 
portion  of  the  service  areas  of  Channels 
4  and  5  at  Brownsville  would  extend 
eastward  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  It 
was  urged  that  the  assignment  of  these 
channels  in  the  Weslaco-Harlingen  area 
would  provide  Grade  A  television  service 
to  a  substantially  larger  number  of  res¬ 
idents  in  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley 
Area.  Taylor  Radio  and  Television  Cor¬ 
poration  pointed  out  that  Brow’asville  is 
but  one  city  of  an  isolated  compact  group 
of  cities,  with  the  population  of  Browns¬ 
ville  being  only  21  percent  of  the  total 
population  of  the  15  cities  situated  in  the 
Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley.  It  was  noted 
that  Brownsville  lies  at  the  extreme  east¬ 
ern  end  of  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley, 
almost  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  that 
Harlingen,  on  the  other  hand,  is  located 
much  nearer  to  the  geographic  center 
of  the  Valley.  It  was  stated  that  Weslaco 
is  37.2  miles  west  of  Brownsville  and  19 
miles  west  of  Harlingen.  Weslaco  is  21.8 
miles  east  of  Mission,  Texas,  the  w’est- 
ernmost  heavily  populated  town  in  the 
Valley  Area. 

(c)  Channel  4  at  Weslaco-Harlingen 
woiUd  be  205  miles  from  the  closest  co- 


•*  Taylor  Radio  and  Television  Corporation 
also  proposed  to  add  Channel  2  to  Weslaco 
by  deleting  that  channel  from  Monterrey, 
Nuevo.  Leon,  Mexico,  and  adding  It  as  well 
to  Saltillo,  Coahuila,  Mexico.  In  light  of  the 
conflict  between  the  Mexican -United  States 
Television  Agreement  and  the  Taylor  Radio 
and  Television  Corporation’s  counterpro¬ 
posal  seeking  to  shift  Channel  2  from  Mon¬ 
terrey  to  Saltillo  In  order  to  make  available 
Channel  2  for  Weslaco,  Taylor  Radio  and 
Television  Corporation  abandoned  Its  pro¬ 
posal  to  assign  Channel  2  In  Weslaco.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  It  will  not  be  discussed  further 
In  this  Report. 
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channel  assignment  at  Saltillo.  Coa¬ 
huila,  Mexico,  and  137  miles  from  the 
closest  adjacent  channel  assignment. 
Channel  5  at  Weslaco-Harlingen  would 
be  228  miles  from  the  closest  co-channel 
assignment  at  San  Antonio.  Texas,  and 
114  miles  from  the  closest  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  assignment. 

(d)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Taylor  Radio  and  Tele¬ 
vision  Corporation  counterproposal. 
Oppositions  to  the  Taylor  Radio  and 
Television  Corporation  counterproposal 
were  filed  by  Brownsville  Broadcasting 
Company,  Brownsville,  Texas;  Houston 
Post  Company,  Houston.  Texas;  and  Mc¬ 
Allen  Television  Company,  McAllen, 
Texas.  McAllen  Television  Company 
filed  a  conflicting  counterproposal  and 
Harbenito  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
filed  a  counterproposal  conflicting  in 
part.  In  its  opposition  to  the  Taylor 
Radio  and  Television  Corporation  coun¬ 
terproposal,  the  Houston  Post  Company 
urged  that  tropospheric  propagation  in 
this  area  requires  greater  separations 
than  those  that  would  result  under  the 
Taylor  counterproposal.  In  the  opposi¬ 
tion  of  the  Brownsville  Broadcasting 
Company  to  the  counteiisroposal  of  Tay¬ 
lor  Radio  and  Television  Corporation, 
the  same  objections  were  raised  as  those 
in  its  opposition  to  the  Harbenito  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Inc.  counterproposal 
discu.ssed  above.  In  the  opposition  of 
McAllen  Television  Company  to  the  Tay¬ 
lor  Radio  and  Television  Corporation 
counterproposal,  it  was  noted  that  V/es- 
laco  is  a  very  small  town.  The  removal 
of  two  channels  from  Brownsville,  and 
their  assignment  in  Weslaco,  it  was 
urged,  would  monopolize  all  of  the  VHP 
channels  in  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Val¬ 
ley  in  this  small  inland  town.  It  was 
submitted  that  it  would  be  more  appro¬ 
priate  and  in  the  public  interest  to  assign 
Channel  5  to  McAllen,  Texas,  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  McAllen  Television  Company. 

Conclusions:  VHF  Assignments 

677.  As  was  noted  above,  the  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  VHF  Channels  4  and  5  in  Browns¬ 
ville  would  result  in  a  large  portion  of 
the  service  areas  of  these  stations  falling 
over  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  within  the 
Mexican  border.  The  assignment  of 
tliese  channels  in  a  city  more  centrally 
located  in  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  would 
provide  a  greater  population  and  greater 
area  with  Grade  A  and  B  service.  More¬ 
over,  these  assignments  would  not  neces¬ 
sarily  deprive  Brownsville  of  Grade  A 
service.  Accordingly,  we  are  of  the  view 
that  the  VHF  assignments  for  Browns¬ 
ville  should  be  assigned  instead  to 
Brownsville-Harlingen-Weslaco.  rather 
than  to  Brownsville  alone.  Channels  4 
and  5,  therefore,  will  be  assigned  to 
Brownsville-Harlingen-Weslaco.  These 
assignments  may  be  utilized  in  any  com¬ 
munity  lying  within  the  triangle  formed 
by  Brownsville,  Harlingen  and  Weslaco. 
However,  we  do  not  believe  that  McAllen 
should  be  added  to  Brownsville-Harlin¬ 
gen-Weslaco  thereby  making  Channels 
4  and  5  available  for  assignment  in  that 
community.  McAllen  is  located  at  a 
considerable  distance  to  the  west  of 
Brownsville.  A  station  in  McAllen,  for 
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City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed  chances 

VII F  Channel 
No. 

UIIF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UIIF  Channel 
No. 

Houston,  Tex . 

(lalvoston,  Tex _ _ _ _ 

Beaiiinont-I’ort  .Arthur,  Tex . 

I’ort  .Arthur,  Tex.. . 

2;  *8. 1.1 
11 
4.C 

23.29 
35,  41,  M7 
31,  *37 

2.  [5),  8.  (101.13 
14] 

(-].« 

112] 

23,28 
35. 41,  *47 
31.  *J7 

example,  would  not  afford  Grade  A  serv¬ 
ice  to  Brownsville.  We  are  of  the  view 
that  the  request  for  the  assignments  of 
an  additional  channel  to  McAllen.  Texas, 
must  be  denied.  We  do  not  believe  that 
a  VHP  channel  should  be  deleted  from 
Brownsville-Harlingen-Weslaco  in  order 
to  make  an  additional  assignment  avail¬ 
able  to  McAllen.  Furthermore,  in  light 
of  the  Mexico-United  States  Television 
Agreement.  Channel  12  could  not  be  as¬ 
signed  to  Brownsville  in  order  to  replace 
Channel  5  in  that  community;  Channel 
12  in  Brownsville  would  be  only  52  miles 
from  Reynosa,  Tamaulipas,  Mexico, 
where  this  channel  is  assigned  by  the 
Mexico-United  States  Television  Agree¬ 
ment. 

Conclusions:  UHF  Assignments 

678.  Channel  23  proposed  for  Harlin¬ 
gen  cannot  be  utilized  in  all  of  Browns¬ 
ville-Harlingen-Weslaco  because  of  the 
required  mileage  spacings  for  UHF  as¬ 
signments.  Accordingly,  Channel  23 
will  remain  assigned  to  Harlingen. 
Channel  36  proposed  for  Brownsville  by 
Harbenito  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
similarly  cannot  be  utilized  in  all  of 
Brownsville-Harlingen-Weslaco.  We  be¬ 
lieve.  however,  that  the  record  supports 
the  basis  for  assigning  Channel  36  to 
Brownsville  and  it  will  be  assigned  to 
Brownsville. 


Final  Assignments 

679.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted : 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
n«'l  No.  j 

1 

;  rilF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Prownsville-Harlinften- 
Weslspo,  Tex.> . . 

] 

4,5  ■ 

Brownsville,  Tex . . 

3fi 

Harlincen,  Tex . . . 

2.3 

MrAlieii,  Tex . . . 

211 

'  Thpso  as.siKnnH'nts  may  ho  uso<l  in  any  community 
lying  within  the  triangle  foniied  tiy  Hrownsville-Har- 
liiigen  Weslaco. 


HOUSTON,  TEXAS 

680.  ia)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
five  channels  to  Houston:  VHF  Chan¬ 
nels  2.  8,  and  13  and  UHF  Channels  23 
and  23,  with  VHF  Channel  8  reserved  for 
noncommercial  educational  use. 

(b>  Census  data.  The  Houston  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  has  a  population 
of  807,000  and  the  city  has  a  population 
of  596.000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  The  Houston 
Post  Company  Is  licensed  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  Station  KPRC-TV  on  Channel  2. 

(d>  Counterproposal  of  South  Texas 
Television  Compajiy.  South  Texas  Tele- 
vi.sion  Company  requested  the  additional 
a.ssignment  of  Channels  5  and  10  to 
Houston,  and  that  Channel  8,  which  is 
propo.sed  to  be  reserved  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use,  be  made  avail¬ 
able  instead  for  commercial  purposes. 
These  assignments  would  be  achieved  by 
the  following  changes  in  the  assignments 
propo.sed  in  the  Third  Notice: 


(e)  Statement  in  support  of  South 
Texas  Television  Company  counterpro¬ 
posal.  South  Texas  Television  Company 
urged  that  Channels  5  and  10  could  be 
employed  in  Houston  without  causing  or 
receiving  undue  interference,  and  that 
such  assignments  would  result  in  sub¬ 
stantial  gains  in  service.  It  was  stated 
that  the  closest  co-channel  assignment 
to  Channel  5  at  Houston  would  be  at 
San  Antonio,  a  distance  of  189  miles. 
Channel  5  would  also  be  204  miles  from 
Alexandria,  Louisiana,  where  Channel  5 
is  assigned  as  a  result  of  our  decision 
herein.  All  of  the  above  communities 
are  situated  in  Zone  III.  Channel  10  at 
Houston  would  be  183  m»les  from  Corpus 
Christi,  Texas,  where  this  channel  is 
assigned.  Port  Arthur,  Texas,  on  Chan¬ 
nel  12  as  proposed  would  be  182  miles 
from  the  co-channel  assignment  at 
Shreveport,  Louisiana.  Corpus  Christi 
and  Port  Arthur  are  situated  in  Zone  III 
and  Shreveport  in  Zone  II. 

(f)  With  respect  to  the  request  that 
Channel  8  be  made  available  for  com¬ 
mercial  use,  South  Texas  Television 
Company  asserted  that  there  is  no  “evi¬ 
dence  of  a  demand  for  purely  educa¬ 
tional  television  facilities  at  Houston.” 


(i)  Statement  vi  support  of  counter¬ 
proposal  of.  KTRH  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  and  Shamrock  Breadcasting  Com¬ 
pany.  KTRH  Broadcasting  Company 
and  Shamrock  Broadcasting  Company 
alleged  that  all  minimum  requirements 
for  channel  spacings  as  proposed  in  the 
Third  Notice  would  be  met.  It  was  fur¬ 
ther  urged  that  Houston  ranks  14th  in 
the  United  States  in  population  and  that, 
among  the  first  20  cities  in  the  United 
States,  Houston  shows  the  fastest  rate  of 
increase  in  population.  It  was  submit¬ 
ted  tjiat  with  the  exception  of  Pittsburgh 
and  Cleveland  where  5  channels  are  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice,  all  cities  rank¬ 
ing  above  Houston  have  anywhere  from 
6  to  10  assignments.  It  was  contended 
that,  while  the  possibility  of  increased 
tropospheric  propagation  may  cause  in¬ 
terference'  over  that  expected  on  the 
basis  of  propagation  curves,  a  balance 
must  be  sought  between  the  number  of 
assignments  which  can  be  added  to  cities 
and  such  interference.  It  was  contended 


South  Texas  Television  Company  also 
contended  that  the  Commission  did  not 
have  the  authority  to  reserve  channels 
for  a  particular  “class”  of  applicants.” 

(g)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  South  Texas  Televi¬ 
sion  Company  counterproposal.  The 
South  Texas  Television  Company  coun¬ 
terproposal  conflicts  with  counterpro¬ 
posals  of  Trinity  Broadcasting  Company, 
Dallas,  Texas;  and  East  Texas  Television 
Company,  Longview.  Texas.  In  addition, 
oppositions  to  the  South  Texas  Televi¬ 
sion  Company  counterproposal  were  filed 
by  the  following  parties:  Lufkin  Amuse¬ 
ment  Company,  Beaumont,  Texas; 
Houston  Post  Company,  Houston,  Texas; 
Radio  Station  KTBS,  Inc."  Shreveport, 
Louisiana;  and  Trinity  Broadcasting 
Company,  Dallas,  Texas. 

(h)  Counterproposal  of  KTRH  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  and  Shamrock  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  A  joint  counterpro¬ 
posal  was  filed  by  KTRH  Broadcasting 
Company  and  Shamrock  Broadcasting 
Company,  both  of  Houston.  Texas,  also 
requesting  the  additional  assignment  of 
Channels  5  and  10  to  Houston  by  mak¬ 
ing  the  following  changes  in  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice." 


that  the  assignment  of  one  VHF  chan¬ 
nel  to  Beaumont  and  one  to  Port  Arthur, 
as  it  proposed,  was  a  more  reasonable 
approach  than  assigning  the  channels 
to  Beaumont-Port  Arthur. 

(j)  Channel  5  at  Houston  would  be 
189  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  at  San  Antonio,  and  204  miles  from 
the  co-channel  assignment  at  Alexan¬ 
dria,  Louisiana.  Houston.  San  Antonio, 
and  Alexandria  are  all  situated  in  Zone 


« The  contention  that  the  Commission 
does  not  have  authority  to  provide  for  edu¬ 
cational  reservations  In  the  Table  of  As¬ 
signments  has  been  disposed  of  In  the 
Memorandum  Opinion  of  July  13.  1951. 

“Although  Radio  Station  KTBS.  Inc.  of 
Shreveport  filed  a  comment  In  opposition  to 
the  South  Texas,  counterproposal,  no  evi¬ 
dence  In  support  of  Its  opposition  was  filed. 
Accordingly,  the  KTBS  opposition  will  not  be 
considered  In  this  Report. 

“  This  counterproposal  originally  also 
urged  that  UHF  Channel  27  be  assigned  to 
Fredericksburg,  Texas.  This  request,  how¬ 
ever,  was  withdrawn. 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposed  chanws 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  ChanneJ 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UIIF  Channel 
No. 

Houston,  Tex . . . 

Be.iuiiioiit-l’ort  Arthur,  Tex . 

(lalveston,  Tex  . 

2,  *8. 13 
4.6 
11 

23.20 
31.  *37 
35, 41.  *47 

Z  ]5l,  *8. 110],  13 

'-•h1 

23.28 
31.  *3: 
3a  41.  n: 
[43] 
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JIT,  Channel  10  at  Houston  would  be 
183  miles  from  the  co-channol  assign¬ 
ment  at  Corpus  Christi,  which  is  also  lo¬ 
cated  in  Zone  III.  Channel  12  in  Port 
Arihur  would  be  182  miles  from  the  co- 
cliannel  assigned  at  Shreveport,  Louisi- 
cna.  Fort  Arthur  lies  in  Zone  III,  and 
Shreveport  in  Zone  II. 

<k)  Conflicting  counterproposals  arid 
oppositions  to  the  KTRH  Broadcasting 
Company  and  Shamrock  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposals.  The  above 
counterproposal  conflicts  with  the  coun- 
terpro!X)sals  of  Trinity  Broadcasting 
Company  and  East  Texas  Television 
Company,  Longview,  Texas.  In  addi- 
ticn,  oppositions  to  the  joint  counter¬ 
proposal  of  KTRH  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  and  Shamrock  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  were  filed  by  Lufkin  Amusement 
Company,  Beaumont,  Texas;  Houston 
Port  Company,  Houston,  Texas;  Radio 
Station  KIBS,  Inc.,  Shreveport,  Ix>ui.si- 
cna: and  Trinity  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration,  Dallas,  Texas.  Lufkin 
Aciurement  Company  opposed  the  Hous¬ 
ton  counterproposals  in  so  far  as  they 
reo.uested  the  assignment  cf  Channel  12 
to  Port  Arthur  instead  of  to  Beaumont- 
Fort  Arthur.  Lufkin  also  opposed  the 
assignment  of  Channel  4  at  Galveston  in 
place  of  Cliannel  11  and  of  Channel  5  to 
Houston.  It  was  submitted  that  the 
Commission’s  plan  was  to  be  preferred 
and  that  the  service  area  of  at  least  five 
proposed  assignments  w’ould  be  degraded 
under  the  Houston  plans.  It  wa'-  urged 
that  both  co-channel  and  adjacent 
channel  station  separations  wdlild  be 
substantially  decreased  in  an  area  recog¬ 
nized  as  being  subject  to  abnormally 
high  tropospheric  propagation  charac¬ 
teristics.  It  was  stated  that  under  the 
Commission's  plan  the  nearest  co-chan¬ 
nel  assignment  to  Channel  4  at  Bcau- 
Eont-Port  Arthur  would  be  at  New 
Orleans,  a  distance  of  242  miles  from 
Beaumont  and  the  nearest  adjacent 
channel  assignment  at  College  Station, 
Texas,  more  than  130  miles  from  Beau- 
Bont.  It  was  alleged  that  under  the 
Houston  counterproposals,  Channel  12 
at  Fort  Arthur  would  be  180  miles  from 
Shreveport  where  the  same  channel  is 
assigned,  and  79  miles  from  Houston 
there  adjacent  Channel  13  is  proposed 
under  the  Third  Notice.  It  was  urged 
that  the  Houston  counterproposals 
tould  aggravate  this  condition  since  the 
Pert  Arthur  transmitter  site  would  be 
closer  to  the  Gulf  in  order  to  maintain 
the  required  separation  between  Port 
Arthur  and  Shreveport.  It  was  noted 
that  the  center  of  Port  Arthur  is  only  15 
miles  from  the  Gulf,  while  the  center  of 
Bjaumont  is  29  miles  from  the  coast.  It 
»as  pointed  out  that  the  assignment  of 
Channel  4  instead  of  Chamiel  11  at 
Galveston  would  mean  a  co-channel 
^'Peeing  of  only  223  miles  from  San  An¬ 
tonio  as  opposed  to  267  miles  between 
Beaumont  and  San  Antonio  under  the 
Commission’s  plan.  Lufkin  submitted 
that  while  tropospheric  propagation 
»5ong  the  Gulf  Coast  would  have  little 
effect  under  the  Third  Notice  assign- 


No  sworn  evidence  In  support  of  Its  op- 
PcslUon  was  filed  by  KTBS  and,  accordingly, 
eppesition  will  not  be  considered  In  this 
rci;..rt. 


ments  in  this  area,  tropospheric  propa¬ 
gation  would  be  a  factor  under  the 
Houston  counterproposals  and  service 
would  be  seriously  degraded.  It  was 
contended  that  the  proposed  assign¬ 
ments  for  Houston  and  the  surrounding 
area  in  the  Third  Notice  are  adequate  to 
provide  service  to  that  community,  and 
that  there  would  appear  to  be  no  justifi¬ 
cation  for  additional  assignments.  In 
its  opposition  to  the  Houston  counter¬ 
proposals  the  Houston  Post  Company 
supported  the  Commission’s  proposal  to 
employ  wider  spacing  between  stations  in 
Gulf  Coast  area.  It  was  intended  that 
the  station  separations  proposed  by  the 
Houston  counterproposals  were  insuffi¬ 
cient  for  this  area. 

(1)  The  educational  reservation.  The 
University  of  Houston  submitted  a  state¬ 
ment  supporting  the  reservation  of  VHP 
Channel  8  in  Houston,  Texas.  ’The  uni¬ 
versity  stated  that  there  was  extensive 
support  for  the  reservation  from  numer¬ 
ous  organizations  including  educational 
institutions,  the  chamber  of  commerce, 
legislators,  and  the  city  council.  The 
university  stated  that  it  was  “prepared 
to  submit  immediately  an  application 
for  permit  to  construct  an  educational 
television  station.”'  It  represented  that 
the  educational  interests  in  Houston  are 
prepared  to  operate  this  station  initially 
not  less  than  6  hours  a  day  with  ultimate 
plans  for  12-hour  day  operation.  It  was 
noted  that  the  university  is  presently 
operating  an  FM  station  and  is  propos¬ 
ing  to  expend  an  additional  $250,000  for 
television  equipment.  The  university 
stated  that  one  source  of  funds  is  a 
special  royalty  annual  income  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $250,000,  which  will  be 
available  if  needed  for  the  establishment 
of  the  television  station.  'Tire  university 
stated  that  it  is  prepared  to  finance 
construction  on  its  own,  or  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  Houston  Independent 
School  District,  and  that  all  educational 
interests  in  the  area  have  been  assured* 
that  in  uniting  they  will  have  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  using  the  facility  of  the  educa¬ 
tional  television  station.  It  was  stated 
that  a  committee  representing  various 
interests  will  be  set  up  to  allocate  time 
on  an  equitable  basis.  'The  JCET  also 
supported  the  reservation  of  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  8  in  Houston.  As  a  part  of  its  presen¬ 
tation.  JCET  submitted  a  statement  of 
the  Houston  Independent  School  Dis¬ 
trict  requesting  the  reservation.  The 
Superintendent  indicated  that  a  com¬ 
mittee  had  formulated  various  program 
suggestions.  Detailed  statistics  w'ere 
submitted  to  show  that  the  Houston 
School  District  has  the  financial  re¬ 
sources  necessary  for  television.  It  was 
noted  that  the  1950  actual  budget  was 
almost  $19  million  and  that  enrollment 
in  the  schools  totaled  95,757.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  School 
District  has  an  extensive  adult  educa¬ 
tion  program  for  the  entire  community 
and  that  during  1950-51  over  15,000 
adults  were  enrolled  in  the  various  ac¬ 
tivities  and  course  offerings  of  the  adult 
education  department. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Commer¬ 
cial  Channels 

681.  V/e  are  of  the  view  that  the  record 
does  not  support  the  basis  for  assigning 


VHP  Channels  5  and  10  to  Houston. 
These  assignments  can  be  achieved  only 
at  the  expense  of  deviating  from  the  re¬ 
quired  220  mile  minimum  assignment 
spacing  for  Zone  HI  and  190  mile  mini-\ 
mum  spacing  for  Zone  II  in  several  in¬ 
stances.  These  counterpropo.sals  would 
also  require  the  deletion  of  a  .VHP  chan¬ 
nel  from  Beaumont,  Texas,  since  under 
the  Commission’s  plan  channels  are  as¬ 
signed  to  Beaumont-Port  Arthur  while 
the  Houston  counterproposals  would  as¬ 
sign  VHP  channels  separately  to  Beau¬ 
mont  and  Port  Arthur.  As  we  have 
noted  above,  we  believe  that  in  this  Gulf 
Ccast  area,  separations  greater  than  the 
minimum  for  other  parts  of  the  country 
must  be  maintained  in  order  to  prevent 
interference  caused  by  tropospheric 
propagation  that  could  result  in  a  severe 
degradation  of  television  service  in  that 
area.  To  illustrate  the  defects  in  the 
Houston  counterproposals,  in  order  to  as¬ 
sign  Channel  5  to  Houston,  this  channel 
would  be  employed  189  miles  from  San 
Antonio,  and  204  miles  from  Ale.xandria, 
Louisiana.  In  order  to  achieve  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  10  in  Houston,  a 
co-channel  spacing  of  183  miles  between 
Houston  and  Corpus  Christi,  Texas, 
must  be  employed.  It  should  be  pointed 
out  that  Corpus  Christi  and  Houston 
both  lie  along  the  Gulf  Coast.  The  above 
separations  are  well  below  the  220  mile 
minimum  for  Zone  III,  Channel  12  at 
Port  Arthur  would  be  only  182  miles  from 
Shreveport,  below  the  190  mile  minimum 
for  Zone  H  in  which  Shreveport  lies. 
Accordingly,  the  counterproposals  of 
South  Texas  Television  Company  and 
KTRH  Broadcasting  Company  and 
Shamrock  Broadcasting  Company,  in  so 
far  as  they  request  the  assignment  of 
additional  VHF  channels,  are  denied. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

682.  It  is  our  view  that  the  record  war¬ 
rants  the  reservation  cf  VHF  Channel  8 
in  Houston  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  The  evidence  indicates  an 
early  utilization  of  this  frequency  for 
use  in  Houston.  We  see  no  merit,  there¬ 
fore,  in  the  South  Texas  Television  Com¬ 
pany’s  contention  that  no  evidence  of  a 
demand  for  “purely  educational  facili¬ 
ties”  exists.  We  are  of  the  view  that  no 
basis  exists  for  deviating  in  this  instance 
from  the  principle  of  making  available 
for  educational  purposes  a  VHF  channel 
in  those  communities  with  three  or  more 
VHF  assignments  where  all  such  VHF 
assignments  are  not  in  oper.ation.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  reservation  of  Channel  8 
in  Houston  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Additional  Channel  for 
Houston 

683.  We  are  of  the  view’  that  the  as¬ 
signment  of  an  additional  channel  ;n 
Houston  is  warranted  on  the  basis  of  the 
record."  It  was  above  noted  that  the 
counterproposals  requesting  additional 
VHF  channels  for  Houston  could  not  be 
granted.  UHF  Channel  39  in  Houston 
would  meet  the  required  mileage  spac- 
ings  for  channel  assignments  in  this 


*'  See  also  our  dtscusslon  above  In  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  addition  of  a  UHF  channel  to 
Pittsburgh. 
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zone.  Accordingly.  Channel  39  will  be 
added  to  Houston. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


684.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nol  No. 

nel  No. 

Houston.  Tex _ ..... _ 

2,  *8, 13 

23, 29. 39 

BEAUMONT-PORT  ARTHUR,  TEXAS 

685.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commi.ssion  proposed  the  assignment  of 
four  channels  to  Beaumont-Port  Arthur, 
Texas:  VHCP  Channels  4  and  6  and  UHF 
Channels  31  and  37,  with  Channel  37 
re.served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Beaumont-Port  Arthur 
has  a  population  of  195,000;  the  city  of 
Beaumont  has  a  population  of  94,000; 
and  the  city  of  Port  Arthur  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  58,000. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  proposed 
assignments.  Beaumont  Broadcasting 
Corporation,  Beaumont,  Texas,  filed  a 
statement  supporting  the  proposed  as¬ 
signments  for  Beaumont-Port  Arthur.” 

(d)  Educational  reservation.  The 
JCET  filed  a  statement  supporting  the 
re.servation  of  Channel  37  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use  in  Beaumont- 
Port  Arthur  and  submitted  a  statement 
by  Lamar  State  College  of  Technology 
in  support  of  the  reservation.  No  oppo- 
sitioas  to  the  proposed  reservation  were 
filed. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

686.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  37  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  Beaumont-Port 
Arthur  is  finalized. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

687.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

I'HF  Chan- 

nel  No, 

nel  No. 

Bcaiiniont-Port  Arthur, 

Tc» . 

4.0 

81.  *37 

Waco,  Texas 

688.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation..  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commis-sion  proposed  the  assignment  of 
three  channels  to  Waco,  Texas:  VHP 
Channel  11  and  UHF  Channels  28  and 
34,  with  Channel  28  reserved  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  Waco  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  has  a  population 
of  130.000  and  the  city  of  Waco  has  a 
population  of  85,000. 


••  The  counterproposals  of  South  Texas 
Television  Company,  and  KTRH  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  and  Shamrock  Broadcasting 
Company,  requested  that  Channels  12  and 
6  be  assigned  to  Beaumont  and  Port  Arthur 
separately,  rather  than  to  Beaumont-Port 
Arthur.  The  Commission  has  denied  these 
counterproposals  elsewhere  in  this  report. 


(c)  Statement  in  support  of  proposed 
assignments.  KWTX  Broadcasting 
Company,  Waco,  Texas,  filed  a  state¬ 
ment  supporting  the  Commission’s  pro¬ 
posed  assignments  for  Waco.  It  was 
pointed  out  that  Channel  11  in  Waco 
would  be  209  miles  from  the  closest  co¬ 
channel  assignment,  and  83  miles  from 
the  closest  adjacent  channel  assign¬ 
ment.” 

(d)  Educational  reservation.  Baylor 
University,  the  Waco  Independent 
School  District,  and  the  JCET  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  28  in  Waco 
for  non-comntercial  educational  use. 
No  oppositions  to  the  proposed  reserva¬ 
tion  have  been  filed. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

689.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  28  in  Waco  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  is  finalized. 

Final  Assigyimeiits  and  Reservation 


690.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


VHF 

CHF 

City 

Channel 

Channel 

No. 

No. 

Waoo,  Ter _ 

$ 

11 

•28,34 

WICHITA  FALLS,  TEXAS 

691.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
four  channels  to  Wichita  Falls,  Texas; 
VHF  Channels  3  and  6  and  UHF  Chan¬ 
nels  16  and  22,  with  Channel  16  re¬ 
served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  Census  data.  Wichita  Falls  has  a 
standard  metropolitan  area  population 
of  98,000,  and  the  City  has  a  population 
of  68,000. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  proposed 
assignments.  Rowley-Brown  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  Wichita  Falls.  Texas, 
supported  the  proposed  assignments  for 
Wichita  Falls.  It  was  pointed  out  that 
the  assignment  of  Channel  3  at  Wichita 
Falls  would  be  255  miles  from  the  closest 
co-channel  assignment,  and  91  miles 
from  the  closest  adjacent  channel  as¬ 
signment,  and  that  Channel  6  at  Wichita 
Falls  would  be  203  miles  from  the  closest 
co-channel  assignment,  and  104  miles 
from  the  closest  adjacent  channel  as¬ 
signment.  It  was  urged  that  there  is  a 
need  for  these  assignments  in  Wichita 
Falls. 

(d)  Educational  reservation.  The 
JCET  supported  the  reservation  of  Chan¬ 
nel  16  In  Wichita  Falls  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  and  submitted  a 
statement  of  the  Dean  of  Administra¬ 
tion  of  Midwestern  University,  Wichita 
Falls,  that  the  university  is  anxious  to 
utilize  television  as  soon  as  developments 
In  UHF  make  it  feasible  to  do  so.  No 
oppositions  to  the  proposed  reservation 
were  filed. 


“Trinity  Broadcasting  Corporation,  Dal¬ 
las,  Texas,  filed  a  counterproposal  which, 
among  other  things,  would  change  the  VHP 
a.sslgnment  In  Waco  to  Channel  10.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Trinity  coun’^erproposal  has  been 
denied  elsewhere  In  this  report. 


Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

692.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  16  in  Wichita  Palls 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  is 
finalized. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

693.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


j  VHF 

rnr 

City 

Channel 

Channel 

1  No. 

No. 

Wichita  Falls,  Tex . 

3,0 

•1A22 

COLLEGE  STATION,  TEXAS;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

694.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In 

the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  reservation  of  VHF  Channel  3 
in  College  Station.  Texas,  for  noncom-  | 
mercial  educational  use.  ; 

(b)  The  JCET  filed  a  statement  sup¬ 
porting  the  reservation  of  Channel  3  in 
College  Station  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use.  No  oppositions  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

695.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  3  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  College  Station, 
Texas,  is  finalized. 

Laredo,  texas;  educational  reservation 

696.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  15  in  Laredo, 
Texas,  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  JCET  filed  a  state'ment  sup¬ 
porting  the  reservation  of  Channel  15  in 
Laredo,  Texas,  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  purposes  and  submitted  a  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Superintendent  of  Catholic 
Schools  at  Bee^lle,  supporting  the  res¬ 
ervation.  No  opposition  to  the  proposed 
reservation  has  been  filed. 

Conclusions 

697.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  15  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  Laredo  is  final¬ 
ized. 

SAN  ANGELO,  TEXAS;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

698.  <a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  23  in  San 
Angelo,  Texas,  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use. 

(b)  The  city  manager  of  San  Angelo 
supported  the  reservation  of  Channel  23 
in  San  Angpelo  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use  stating  that  the  city  com¬ 
mission  had  pledged  cooperation  in 
sharing  the  costs  of  construction  of  a 
television  station.  The  JCET  submitted 
a  statement  in  support  of  the  reserva¬ 
tion,  including  statements  of  the  San 
Angelo  public  schools  and  San  Angelo 
College.  No  oppositions  to  the  proposed 
reservation  have  been  filed. 
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Conclusions 

699.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  Channel  23  for  noncommercial 
^ucational  use  in  San  Angelo  is  finalized. 

TEXARKANA,  TEXAS;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

700.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  18  in  Tex¬ 
arkana,  Texas,  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use. 

(b)  The  JCET  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  18  in  Texarkana  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  and  sub¬ 
mitted  a  statement  of  the  Superintend¬ 
ent  of  Texarkana  Public  Schools 
expressing  an  interest  in  and  need  for 
the  reservation.  No  oppositions  to  the 
proposed  reservation  have  been  filed. 

Conclusions 

701.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  18  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  Texarkana  is 
finalized. 

EL  PASO,  TEXAS;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

702.  fa)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice,  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Ch..nnel  7  in  El  Paso, 
Texas,  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  Texas  Western  College  of  El  Paso 
supported  the  reservation  of  Channel  7 
In  El  Paso  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  No  oppositions  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  have  been  filed. 

Conclusions 

703.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  7  for  noncommercial 
educational  use  at  El  Paso  is  finalized. 

FORT  WORTH,  TEXAS;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

704.  fa)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice,  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  26  in  Fort 
Worth,  Texas,  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use. 

(b)  The  JCET  filed  a  statement  sup¬ 
porting  the  reservation  of  Channel  26  in 
Port  Worth  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  and  submitted  a  statement  of 
the  director  of  the  Fort  Worth  Associa¬ 
tion  supporting  the  reservation.  No 
oppositions  to  the  proposed  reservation 
have  been  filed. 

Conclusions 

705.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  26  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  Fort  Worth  is 
finalized. 

GALVESTON,  TEXAS;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

7C6.  fa)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  47  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  in  Galves¬ 
ton,  Texas. 

<b)  The  JCET  filed  a  statement  sup¬ 
porting  the  reservation  of  Channel  47 
in  Galveston  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  and  submitted  a  statement  of 
the  acting  superintendent  of  Galveston 
todependent  schools  indicating  an  inter¬ 


est  in  the  reservation.  No  oppositions 
to  the  proposed  reservation  have  been 
filed. 

Conclusions 

707.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  47  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  Galveston,  Texas, 
Is  finalized. 

CORPUS  CHRISTI,  TEXAS;  EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATION 

708.  fa)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  16  in  Corpus 
Christi,  Texas,  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use. 

(b)  The  superintendent  of  the  Corpus 
Christi  Independent  School  District  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  Channel  16  in 
Corpus  Christi  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use.  The  JCET  also  filed  a 
statement  supporting  the  reservation  in¬ 
cluding  testimony  of  the  dean  and  acting 
president  of  the  University  of  Corpus 
Christi  expressing  the  interest  of  the 
University  in  the  reservation.  The  JCET 
also  submitted  a  statement  of  the  super¬ 
intendent  of  Catholic  schools  at  Bee- 
ville,  Texas,  supporting  the  reservation 
and  promising  cooperation  with  other 
educational  institutions  in  the  area.  No 
oppositions  to  the  proposed  reservation 
have  been  filed. 

Conclusions 

709.  In  view  of  the  feregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  16  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  Corpus  Christi  is 
finalized. 

AUSTIN,  TEXAS;  EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATION 

710.  fa)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
to  reserve  Channel  30  in  Austin,  Texas, 
for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

(b)  The  University  of  Texas  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  30  in  Austin 
for  noncommercial  educational  use,  stat¬ 
ing  that  the  Board  of  Regents  had  in¬ 
structed  the  chancellor  and  oflBcials  of 
the  university  to  continue  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  plans  for  the  establishment  of  a 
noncommercial  educational  television 
station.  No  oppositions  to  the  proposed 
reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

711.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  30  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  Austin  is  finalized. 

MORGANTOWN,  WEST  VIRGINIA;  EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATION 

712.  fa)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  Channel  24  for  Mor¬ 
gantown. 

(b)  West  Virginia  University  support, 
ed  the  reservation  of  Channel  24  in  Mor¬ 
gantown  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  No  objection  was  filed  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation. 

Conclusions 

713.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  Channel  24  in  Morgantown  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 


charlotte,  high  POINT,  WINSTON-SALEM, 
NORTH  Carolina;  princeton,  beckley, 
WEST  VIRGINIA 

714.  fa)  Proposed  assigrimeyits  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHP 

Channel 

No. 

I'llF 

Channel 

No. 

Oreensboro,  N.  C . 

2 

•51,57 
.V)  *12 

CharlotU',  S'.  C . . . 

3,9 

Hiyh  Point,  N.  C . 

15 

Winston-Sali'iu.  N,  C . 

Prinwton,  W.Ta . 

12 

2f..  *32 

Beckley,  W.  Va _ 

I . 

21 

1 

fb)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Charlotte  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  197,000  and  the  city  of  Char¬ 
lotte  has  a  population  of  134,000.  The 
Greensboro-High  Point  standard  metro¬ 
politan  area  has  a  population  of  191,000 
and  the  city  of  High  Point  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  40,000.  The  city  of  Greensboro 
has  a  population  of  74,000.  The  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  of  Winston-Salem 
has  a  population  of  146,000  and  the  city 
of  Winston-Salem  has  a  population  of 
88,000.  The  city  of  Princeton  has  a 
population  of  8,000.  The  city  of  Beckley 
has  a  population  of  19,000. 

fc)  Existing  stations.  Jefferson 
Standard  Broadcasting  Company  is  li¬ 
censed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WBTV,  Charlotte,  on  Channel  3. 
Greensboro  News  Company  is  licensed 
for  the  operation  of  Station  WFMY-TV, 
Greensboro,  on  Channel  2. 

Charlotte 

715.  fa)  Joint  counterproposal  of  The 
Broadcasting  Company  of  the  South  and 
Inter-City  Advertising  Company,  Char¬ 
lotte.  North  Carolina.  In  a  joint  coun¬ 
terproposal  The  Broadcasting  Company 
of  the  South  and  Inter-City  Advertising 
Company  requested  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  6  to  Charlotte,  by 
making  the  following  changes  in  the 
assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice : 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proi'osod 

chaiiRcs 

VHP 
Ch.an- 
nel  No. 

riip  I 

Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHP 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

rnp 

Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

6,12 

3,9 

6 

2, 6,  *13 
7,10 

17).  12 
3,  [«1. 9 
1121 
2. 14),  *13 
[51, 10 

■Charlotte,  N.  C _ 

Wilmington,  N.  C. 
Charleston,  8.  C... 
Columbia,  S.  C.... 

.3^' *4  2 
29.  *35 

3fi.  *42 
29.  *36 

•19, 25 

•19,23 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  of  the  South  and 
Inter-City  Advertising  Company  coun¬ 
terproposal.  It  was  urged  that  the 
adoption  of  the  counterproposal  would 
not  result  in  the  reduction  of  the  number 
of  assignments  proposed  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  and  that  the  size  and  economic 
importance  of  Charlotte  warranted  the 
assignment  of  a  third  VHP  channel  to 
that  community. 

(c)  The  closest  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  separations  resulting  from  the 
requested  changes  in  assignments  would 
be  at  a  distance  of  183  miles  on  Channel 


4006 
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5  between  Raleigh,  North  Carolina  and 
Columbia.  South  Carolina;  a  distance  of 
183  miles  on  Channel  12  between  Win¬ 
ston-Salem.  North  Carolina,  and  Wil¬ 
mington.  North  Carolina ;  and  a  distance 
of  180  miles  on  Channel  6  between  Knox¬ 
ville,  Tennessee,  and  Charlotte,  North 
Carolina. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun^ 
terproposals  to  Broadcasting  Company  of 
the  South  and  Inter-City  Advertising 
Company.  Oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  were  filed  by  High 
Point  Enterprises,  Inc.,  High  Point, 
North  Carolina ;  Piedmont  Publishing 
Company  and  Winston-Salem  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Winston-Salem,  North 
Carolina:  Daily  Telegraph  Printing 
Company,  Bluefleld,  West  Virginia; 
Radio  Augusta,  Inc.,  Augusta.  Georgia; 
Southeastern  Broadcasting  Company 
and  Middle  Georgia  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany.  Macon,  Georgia,  and  Joe  L,  Smith, 
Jr.,  Inc.,  Beckley,  West  Virginia. 

(e)  The  Charlotte  educational  reser¬ 
vation.  Davidson  College,  Davidson, 
North  Carolina,  and  JCET  supported  the 
resirvatlon  of  Channel  42  at  Charlotte. 
The  JCET  submitted  a  resolution  of  the 
Charlotte  Board  of  School  Commission¬ 
ers  supporting  the  reservation.  No  ob¬ 
jection  was  filed  to  this  ’  proposed 
reservation. 

High  Point 

716.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  High 
Point  Enterprises,  Inc.,  High  Point, 
North  Carolina.  High  Point  Enter¬ 
prises,  Inc.,  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  VHP  Channel  6  to  High 
Point,  North  Carolina,  w'ithout  making 
any  other  changes  in  the  assignments 
proposed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  High 
Point  Enterprises,  Inc.,  counterproposal. 
It  was  recognized  by  High  Point  Enter¬ 
prises,  Inc.,  that  the  operation  of  Chan¬ 
nel  6  at  High  Point  would  result  in  the 
co-channel  operation  of  that  channel  at 
Richmond,  Virginia,  and  Wilmington, 
North  Carolina,  at  distances  of  178  and 
166  miles,  respectively,  from  High  Point. 
It  was  urged,  however,  that  there  would 
be  no  diflBculty  in  meeting  the  170  mile 
required  separation  between  transmit¬ 
ters;  and,  moreover,  that  a  separation 
of  134.5  miles  was  all  that  was  required 
to  protect  Grade  A  service  and  that  the 
separations  proposed  by  High  Point  En¬ 
terprises,  Inc.,  on  Channel  6  would  ex¬ 
ceed  that  distance. 

(c)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  High  Point  Enterprises, 
Inc.,  counterproposal.  Conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  were  filed  by  Broadcasting 
Company  of  the  South  and  Inter-City 
Advertising  Company,  Charlotte,  N.  C.; 
Piedmont  Publishing  Company  and  Win¬ 
ston-Salem  Broadcasting  Company, 
Winston-Salem,  N.  C.,  Daily  Telegraph 
Printing  Company,  Bluefleld,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  and  Joe  L.  Smith,  Jr.  Inc.,  Beckley, 
West  Virginia.  Havens  &  Martin  op¬ 
posed  the  High  Point  counterproposal. 

Winston-Salem 

717.  (a)  Counterproposals  of  Pied¬ 
mont  Publishing  Company  and  Winston- 
Salem  Broadcasting  Company.  In  iden¬ 


tical  counterproposals  Piedmont  Pub¬ 
lishing  Company  and  Winston-Salem 
Broadcasting  Company  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  6 
to  Winston-Salem,  without  making  any 
other  changes  in  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Commission  in  the  Third 
Notice. 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  the  Pied¬ 
mont  Publishing  Company  and  Winston- 
Salem  Broadcasting  Company  Counter¬ 
proposal.  It  was  urged  that  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  6  to  Winston-Salem 
would  comply  with  the  Commission’s 
requirement  for  minimum  co-channel 
and  adjacent  channel  separation;  that 
the  nearest  co-channel  assignment  would 
be  ut  Richmond,  at  a  distance  of  185 
miles.  It  was  further  urged  that  the  size 
and  economic  importance  and  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  area  justified  the  assignment 
of  a  third  VHP  channel  to  that  commu¬ 
nity;  and  that  the  resources  of  the  com¬ 
munity  were  adequate  to  support  a  third 
VHP  channel. 

(c)  The  counterproposal  would  In 
addition  result  in  a  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  separation  of  183  miles  on  Channel 
6  between  Winston-Salem  and  Wilming¬ 
ton,  North  Carolina. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Piedmont  and  Winston- 
Salem  counterproposals.  Conflicting 
counterproposals  were  filed  by  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  of  the  South  and 
Inter-City  Advertising  Company,  High 
Point  Enterprises,  Inc.,  Daily  Telegraph 
Printing  Company.  Joe  L.  Smith,  Jr., 
Inc.,  Beckley,  West  Virginia.  Havens 
and  Martin,  Inc.,  Richmond,  Virginia, 
opposed  the  foregoing  counterproposals. 

(e)  The  Winston-Salem  educational 
reservation.  The  Winston-Salem 
Teachers  College  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  32  at  Winston-Salem  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  No 
opposition  to  the  reservation  was  filed. 

Princeton 

718.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Daily 
Telegraph  Printing  Company.  Bluefleld. 
West  Virginia.  In  a  counterproposal  to 
the  Commission’s  Third  Notice  the  Daily 
Telegraph  Printing  Company  requested 
the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  6  to 
Princeton,  West  Virginia,  without  any 
other  changes  in  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Daily 
Telegraph  counterproposal.  Daily  Tele¬ 
graph  urged  that  a  grant  of  the  counter¬ 
proposal  would  not  adversely  affect  any 
assignment  proposed  by  the  Commission 
in  the  Third  Notice.  It  was  urged  that 
the  counterproposal  complies  with  the 
priorities  outlined  in  the  Commission’s 
Third  Notice;  that  there  are  no  co¬ 
channel  or  adjacent  channel  assign¬ 
ments  within  180  or  170  miles, 
respectively,  from  Princeton.  West  Vir¬ 
ginia:  and  that  a  grant  of  the  counter¬ 
proposal  would  constitute  the  only  Grade 
A  VHP  television  service  to  a  substantial 
number  of  people.  In  further  support 
of  the  counterproposal  it  was  urged  that 
UHP  is  not  satisfactory  for  the  area  in 
view  of  the  rugged  and  mountainous 
terrain  surrounding  Princeton. 


(c)  The  counterproposal  would  result 
In  a  185  mile  co-channel  assignment 
separation  between  Princeton  and  Knox- 
ville,  Tennessee,  on  Channel  6  in  Zone  II. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  to  Daily  Telegraph 
counterproposal.  Oppositions  and  con¬ 
flicting  counterproposals  were  filed  by 
Broadcasting  Company  of  the  South  and 
Inter-City  Advertising  Company,  High 
Point  Enterprises,  Inc.,  Piedmont  Pub-  1 
lishing  Co.,  Winston-Salem  Broadcasting 
Cempany,  and  Joe  L.  Smith,  Jr..  Inc., 
Beckley,  West  Virginia. 

Beckley 

719.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Joe  L. 
Smith.  Jr.,  Inc.  Joe  L.  Smith.  Jr,,  Inc., 
requested  the  additional  assignment  of 
Channel  6  to  Beckley  without  making 
any  other  changes  in  the  channels  pro-  i 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

*  (b)  Statement  in  support  of  Joe  L. 
Smith,  Jr.,  Inc.,  counterproposal.  Joe 
L.  Smith.  Jr.,  Inc.,  stated  that  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  6  at  Beckley  would 
be  in  accordance  with  the  assignments  ' 
proposed  by  the  Commission  in  the  Third 
Notice.  The  assignment  of  Channel  6  I 
at  Beckley  complies  with  the  minimum  ■ 
spacings  adopted  herein. 

(c)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 

terproposals  to  Joe  L.  Smith,  Jr.,  Inc.,  | 
counterproposal.  Oppositions  and  con¬ 
flicting  counterproposals  were  filed  by 
Winston-Salem  Broadcasting  Company 
and  Piedmont  Publishing  Company, 
both  of  Winston-Salem,  North  Caro¬ 
lina;  Daily  Telegraph  Printing  Com¬ 
pany,  Bluefleld,  West  Virginia;  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  of  the  South  and  [ 
Inter-City  Advertising  Company,  both  of 
Charlotte,  North  Carolina;  and  High  j 
Point  Enterprises.  Inc.,  High  Point,  ! 
North  Carolina.  Winston-Salem  Broad-  | 

casting  Company  suggested  that  Chan¬ 
nel  9  could  be  utilized  in  Beckley  in  lieu  j 
of  Channel  6;  and  WSAZ,  Inc.,  suggested 
that  Channel  4  could  be  utilized  in 
Beckley  in  lieu  of  Channel  6. 

(d)  The  assignment  of  Channel  9  In 
Beckley  would  not  comply  with  the  mini¬ 
mum  separations  adopted  in  this  Report. 
The  assignment  of  Channel  9  in  Beckley 
would  create  co-channel  assignment 
separations  of  160  miles  from  Beckley  to 
Wheeling,  West  Virginia,  and  177  miles 
from  Beckley  to  Charlotte,  North 
Carolina. 

(e)  The  assignment  of  Channel  4  In 
Beckley  would  likewise  not  comply  with 
the  minimum  co-channel  assignment 
separations  adopted  in  this  Report.  The 
assignment  of  Channel  4  in  Beckley 
would  create  a  co-channel  assignment  < 
separation  between  Beckley  and  Chapel  ] 
Hill.  North  Carolina,  on  Channel  4  of  176 
miles  under  Plan  1,  and  between  Chapel 
Hill  and  Bristol,  Tennessee,  on  Channel 

5  of  178  miles  under  Plan  2,  both  separa¬ 
tions  being  in  Zone  II. 

Conclusion:  The  Educational  Reserva¬ 
tions  in  Charlotte  and  Winston-Salem 

720.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  Channel  42  in  Charlotte 
and  Channel  32  in  Winston-Salem  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  are 
finalized. 


Friday,  May  2,  1952 
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Conclusions:  Requests  for  VHP 
Assignments 

721.  The  counterproposals  seeking  the 
Additional  assignment  of  a  VHP  channel 


to  Charlotte,  High  Point,  Winston-Salem 
and  Princeton  would  result  in  the  fol* 
lowing  co-channel  assignment  separa¬ 
tions  below  190  miles  in  Zone  n: 


(b)  Statement  in  support  of  WTAR 
Counterproposal  I.  In  support  of  its  first 
alternative  counterproposal  and  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  Commission's  Order  to 
Show  Cause,  WTAR  Radio  Corporation 
argued  that  WTAR-TV  has  been  in  op¬ 
eration  since  April  2,  1950,  on  Channel 
4;  that  the  shift  to  Channel  10  would 
involve  costs  to  the  licensee  in  the 
amount  of  $56,000 ;  that  additional  reve¬ 
nue  would  be  lost  as  a  result  of  the  3- 
to  4 -week  period  of  conversion;  and 
that  the  public  would  be  deprived  of  its 
only  available  television  service  during 
this  period.  It  was  further  urged  that 
the  assignment  of  Channel  3  to  Norfolk 
and  Channel  12  to  Richmond  were  tech¬ 
nically  feasible  and  would  comply  with 
the  Commission’s  standards  for  mini¬ 
mum  separation  of  co-channel  and  ad¬ 
jacent  channel  stations.  In  support  of 
the  counterproposal  it  was  urged  that 
the  operation  of  Channel  3  in  Norfolk 
would  result  in  a  total  gain  of  service; 
that  the  Interference  free  area  of  a  sta¬ 
tion  operating  on  Channel  3  would  b« 
greater  than  the  operation  of  a  station 
on  Channel  12  in  Norfolk.  It  was  also 
urged  that  as  a  result  of  the  exchange 
of  Channels  3  and  12  between  Norfolk 
and  Richmond,  the  area  which  would 
receive  interference-free  service  and  the 
area  which  would  receive  Grade  A  serv¬ 
ice  would  be  Increased. 

(c)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  WTAR  Counterpro¬ 
posal  I.  An  opposition  to  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  WTAR  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  was  filed  by  Larus  and  Brother 
Company,  Inc.,  Richmond,  Virginia,  urg¬ 
ing  that  the  operation  of  Channel  3  in 
Richmond  woiild  provide  Grade  B  serv¬ 
ice  to  a  greater  area  than  the  operation 
of  Channel  12  in  Richmond.  A  conflict¬ 
ing  counterproposal  was  filed  by  Hamp¬ 
ton  Roads  Broadcasting  Corporation, 
Newport  News. 

(d)  Second  alternative  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  WTAR  Broadcasting  Company. 
In  its  second  alternative  counterproposal 
to  the  assignments  proposed  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  the  Third  Notice,  WTAR 
Broadcasting  Company  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  VHP  Channel 
2  to  Norfolk  and  modification  of  the 
WTAR-TV  license  to  specify  operation 
on  that  channel  without  changes  in  any 
other  assignments  proposed  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  WTAR 
Counterproposal  II.  In  support  of  this’ 
counterproposal  it  was  urged  by  'WTAR 
Broadcasting  Corporation  that  in  the 
event  that  the  Commission,  assigned 
Channel  2  to  Norfolk,  WTAR  would  have 
no  objection  to  shifting  the  frequency  of 
WTAR-TV  from  Channel  4  to  Channel 
2.  It  was  further  urged  that  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  2  to  Norfolk  would  pro¬ 
vide  a  third  VHP  channel  to  the  area; 
that  the  population  of  the  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Norfolk- Ports¬ 
mouth  was  13*72  percent  of  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  State  of  Virginia  and  that  the 
assignment  of  a  third  VHP  channel,  or  a 
sixth  channel,  to  Norfolk-Portsmouth 
was  in  accordance  with  the  mandates  of 
section  307  (b)  of  the  Communications 
Act.  It  was  recognized  by  the  "WTAR 


Mlleago 


Counterproposal 


Bros' Ira.'itlng  Co.  of  the  South  and  Inter-City 
Advertising  Co. 

Do . 

Biph  Point  Enterprises,  Inc . 

Win.<^ton-Salem  Broadcasting  Co.  and  Piedmont 
Pui'lL'ihlng  Co. 

Daily  Telegraph  Printing  Co . 


Company  and  Daily  Telegraph  Printing 
Company  are  Denied. 

723.  With  respect  to  the  addition  of  a 
VHP  assignment  to  Beckley,  the  sug¬ 
gested  assignment  of  Channels  4  and  9 
to  this  city  would  result  in  the  following 
co-channel  assignment  separations  below 
170  miles  in  Zone  I  and  190  miles  in 
Zone  n. 


722.  Since  these  separations  in  Zone  II 
are  below  the  minimum  for  this  area,  the 
counterproposals  must  be  denied.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  counterproposals  of  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  of  the  South  and  Inter- 
City  Advertising  Company,  High  Point 
Enterprises,  Inc.,  Piedmont  Publishing 
Company,  Winston-Salem  Broadcasting 


724.  Since  these  separations  in  Zones  I 
and  II  are  below  the  minimum  for  these 
areas  the  counterproposals  must  be  De¬ 
nied.  Accordingly,  the  counterproposals 
of  WSAZ,  Inc.,  and  Winston-Salem 
Broadcasting  Company  are  Denied  in  so 
far  as  they  request  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  4  or  VHP  Channel  9. 

725.  The  assignment  of  Channel  6  to 
Beckley  would  comply  with  the  minimum 
separations  adopted  and  in  our  view 
should  be  made.  Accordingly,  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  Joe  L.  Smith,  Jr.  Inc.,  is 
grant^ 

Final  Assignments 

726.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Norfolk-Portsmouth 
has  a  population  of  446,000.  The  city  of 
Norfolk  has  a  population  of  214,000. 
The  city  of  Portsmouth  has  a  population 
of  80,000.  The  city  of  Newport  News  has 
a  population  of  42,000. 

(c)  Existing  station.  The  WTAR  Ra¬ 
dio  Corporation  is  licensed  to  operate 
station  WTAR-TV  on  Channel  4  at  Nor¬ 
folk.  The  licensee  has  been  ordered  to 
show  cause  why  the  license  of  WTAR- 
TV  should  not  be  modified  to  specify 
Channel  10  in  lieu  of  Channel  4. 


NORFOLK-PORTSMOUTH 


UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 


728.  (a)  First  alternative  counterpro¬ 
posal  and  answer  to  Order  to  Show  Cause 
of  WTAR  Radio  Corporation.  In  a 
counterproposal  to  the  Commis.sion’s 
Third  Notice  and  in  its  answer  to  the 
Commission’s  Order  to  Show  Cause, 
WTAR  objected  to  the  proposal  to  mod¬ 
ify  the  license  of  WTAR-TV  to  specify 
Channel  10  in  lieu  of  Channel  4.  In  its 
counterproposal  to  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice,  WTAR  Radio 
Corporation  requested  the  assignment 
of  Channel  3  to  Norfolk-Portsmouth  for 
the  operation  of  WTAR-TV  by  the  fol¬ 
lowing  changes  in  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice: 


Own-lwo,  N.  O. _ 

Charlotte,  N.  C . 

Hifh  Point.  N.  C.... 
Winston-Salem,  N.  C 
B«kley,  W.  Va _ 


NORFOLK-PORTSMOUTH  AND  NEWPORT  NEWS, 
VIRGINIA 

727.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


Newport  News,  Va . . 

Norfolk-Portsmouth,  Va. 


p 

Channel 

1 

Cities 

/  « 

Ralelfth,  N.  C.-Columbia,  8.  C . 

1  12 

Wlnstun-Salem,  N.  C.-Wilmington,  N.  C... 

6 

Knoxville,  Tenh.-Charlotte,  N.  C . . 

•  6 

Wilminirton,  N.  C.-High  Point,  N.  C . 

e 

Winston-Salem,  N.  C.-Wilmin^on,  N.  C... 

e 

Princeton,  W.  Va.-Knoiville,  Tenn... _ 

Third  Notice 

Counterproposal  I 

City  i 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Cbamiel 
No. 

^ortolk-Portsmouth,  Va . 

Kiel.!  ;ond,  Va _ _ _ 

10,13 

S.6 

la,  •21. 27 
•23,28 

PI.  10 
e.li2l 

18,  •21. 27 
•23,29 

-  ' 

-- 

Party 

Channel 

Cities 

Zone 

Mileage 

Winston-Salem  Broadcasting  Co.. _ ... 

9 

fBeck  ley-  W  heeling . . . . . 

\Beckley-Cbarlotte _ .... _ ............ 

I 

11 

IfiO 

177 

WSAZ.  Inc.: 

Flan  1 _ ... _ ..... _ ...... _ 

4 

Becklev-Chai«l  Hill _ 

II 

17« 

plan  2- _  _ _ 

a 

Chanel  Hill-Bristol _ _  _ 

11 

178 

400S 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


Radio  Corporation  that  the  minimum 
co-channel  separation  which  would  re¬ 
sult  under  this  alternative  counterpro¬ 
posal  would  be  169  miles  from  Norfolk 
to  Baltimore  on  Channel  2  and  that  this 
separation  was  below  the  minimum  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Commission. 

(f)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun^ 
terproposal  to  WTAR  Counterproposal 
II.  The  A.  S.  Abell  Company,  licensee  of 
WMAR-TV,  Baltimore,  Maryland,  op¬ 
posed  the  second  alternative  counter¬ 
proposal  of  the  WTAR  Radio  Corpora¬ 
tion  asserting  that  interference  would 
result  to  the  service  area  of  WMARr-TV 


as  a  result  of  the  reduced  separation  on 
Channel  2  between  Baltimore  and  Nor¬ 
folk.  A  conflicting  counterproposal  was 
filed  by  Hampton  Roads  Broadcasting 
Company,  Newport  News. 

Newport  News 

729.  (a)  The  counterproposal  of 
Hampton  Roads  Broadcasting  Corpora^- 
tion.  Hampton  Roads  Broadcasting 
Corporation  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  VHP  Channel  12  to  New¬ 
port  News  by  deleting  that  channel  from 
Norfolk -Portsmouth  and  replacing  it 
with  VHP  Channel  2  as  follows: 


Third  Notice 

Counterproposal 

City 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

N**w|»ort  News,  Va _ _ _ .......... 

Norfulk-l’ort^moutb,  V’a _ 

10,12 

33 

15,  *21, 27 

I2l!w 

33 

15,  *21,27 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Hampton 
Roads  Broadcasting  Corp.  counterpro^ 
posal.  Hampton  Roads  urged  that  the 
economic  and  industrial  importance  of 
Newport  News  warrants  the  assignment 
of  a  first  VHP  channel;  that  the  cities  of 
Norfolk-Portsraouth-Newport  News  had 
previously  been  classified  as  a  metropoli¬ 
tan  district  in  the  Hampton  Roads  area; 
that  in  the  television  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Commission  in  April  of 
1947,  and  in  July  of  1949  the  Norfolk- 
Portsmouth-Newport  News  were  treated 
as  one  unit  and  were  made  a  common 
assignment.  It  was  urged  that  Hampton 
Roads  is  a  50-square  mile  harbor  and 
serves  the  ports  of  Norfolk,  Portsmouth, 
and  Newport  News;  that  the  Hampton 
Roads  area  has  traditionally  been  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  composite  area;  that  New¬ 
port  News  is  situated  across  the  Bay  at 
a  distance  of  11.7  miles  north  of  Nor¬ 
folk;  that  Newport  News  has  many  large 
and  diversified  industrial  activities.  It 
was  urged  by  Hampton  Roads  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  that  Newport  News, 
with  a  population  of  41,551  and  a  thriv¬ 
ing  industrial  capacity  warrants  the  as¬ 
signment  of  at  least  one  VHP  channel, 
particularly  when  no  other  community 
under  the  Hampton  Roads  proposal 
would  be  deprived  of  television  service  by 
making  the  changes  requested  in  the 
counterproposal.  It  w'as  recognized  by 
Hampton  Roads  Broadcasting  Corpora¬ 
tion  that  a  co-channel  separation  of  169 
miles  would  result  from  the  operation  of 
Channel  2  at  Norfolk  and  Baltimore. 

(c)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Hampton  Roads  counter¬ 
proposal.  A.  S.  Abell,  Baltimore,  and  the 
Beach  View  Broadcasting  Corporation 
of  Norfolk  both  opposed  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  Hampton  Roads  because  of  the 
169  mile  separation  that  would  be  created 
by  a  grant  thereof.  WTAR  Radio  Corp. 
filed  a  conflicting  counterproposal. 

(d)  The  Norfolk-Portsmouth  educa¬ 
tional  reservation.  The  JCET  and  the 
School  Board  of  Norfolk  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  21  in  Norfolk- 
Portsmouth  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  No  objection  was  made  to 
the  proposed  reservation. 


Conclusions:  The  Norfolk-Portsmouth 
Educational  Reservation 

730.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
reservation  of  Channel  21  in  Norfolk- 
Portsmouth  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Assign¬ 
ments  in  Norfolk-Portsmouth  and 
.  Newport  News 

731.  The  counterproposals  seeking  the 
additional  assignment  of  a  VHF  channel 
to  Norfolk-Portsmouth  (WTAR  second 
alternative  counterproposal)  and  to 
New’port  News  would  result  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  co-channel  assignment  separation 
below  170  miles  in  Zone  I; 


Channel 

Cities 

Miles 

2 

Norfolk-Baltimore  (WMAR-T\T. 

169 

Since  the  minimum  assignment  separa¬ 
tion  of  co-channel  stations  in  Zone  I  is 
170  miles  these  counterproposals  must 
be  denied.  Accordingly,  the  second  al¬ 
ternative  counterproposal  of  WTAR 
Broadcasting  Company  and  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Hampton  Roads  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  are  denied.  Under  the 
1940  census  Norfolk-Portsmouth-New- 
port  News  were  contained  in  one  metro¬ 
politan  district.  Under  the  revised  1950 
census  definitions  New'port  News  was  not 
included  within  the  same  area,  since 
Newport  News  is  located  in  Warwick 
County,  whereas,  Norfolk  and  Ports¬ 
mouth  are  located  in  Norfolk  County. 
We  do  not  believe,  however,  that  the 
census  definitions  should  be  controlling 
here  for  assignment  purposes.  Newport 
News  is  located  11.7  miles  from  Norfolk 
and  the  record  establishes  that  the  Nor- 
folk-Portsmouth-Newport  News  area  has 
traditionally  been  regarded  as  a  unit  and 
that  there  is  a  high  degree  of  common 
Interests  within  these  three  cities.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  although  the  counterproposal 
of  Hampton  Roads  cannot  be  granted  be¬ 
cause  of  the  violation  of  our  standards 
for  minimum  co-channel  spacing  result¬ 
ing  under  its  proposal,  we  believe  that 
the  proposal  of  Hampton  Roads  should 
be  granted  in  part  by  making  available 


to  Norfolk-Portsmouth-Newport  News 
the  channels  assigned  to  each  of  these 
cities.  It  is  our  view  that  the  first  alter¬ 
native  counterproi^al  of  WTAR  is  meri¬ 
torious  and  it  is 'therefore  granted  as 
modified  above. 

Conclusions:  Answer  to  Show  Cause 
Order  and  First  Alternative  Counter¬ 
proposal  of  WTAR  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany 

*132.  The  first  alternative  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  WTAR  Radio  Corporation  for 
the  assignment  of  Channel  3  to  Norfolk 
is  in  compliance  with  the  Commission’s 
standards  and  is  consistent  with  the 
counterproposals  of  Shenandoah  Valley 
Broadcasting  Corporation,  Harrisonburg, 
Virginia,  and  WSAZ,  Inc.,  Huntington, 
West  Virginia,  both  of  which  have  been 
granted  elsewhere  in  this  report. 

733.  It  is  our  view  that  the  first  alter¬ 
native  counterproposal  of  WTAR  Radio 
Corporation  is  meritorious,  and  it  is 
therefore  granted.  An  appropriate  au¬ 
thorization  will  be  Issued  to  WTAR 
Radio  Corporation  to  specify  operation 
of  WTAR-TV  on  Channel  3. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


734.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


1 

City  i 

_  .  1 

1 

Channel  No. 

Norfolk-Portsmouth-Newport 

Va . 

Norfolk-Portsmouth,  Va.> . 

News, 

8, 10,  IS,  *21,  n 
27 

>  Channel  27  cannot  be  used  under  the  table  of  mini¬ 
mum  separations  in  Newport  News.  Accordinglr, 
Channel  27  is  assigned  to  Norfolk-Portsmouth  only. 


RICHMOND,  CHARLOTTESVILLE,  AND  PETERS¬ 
BURG,  VIRGINIA 

735.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chaa- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Charlottesville,  V'a . 

•4J 

Petersburg.  Va . . 

8 

41 

Richmond,  Va . 

18,0 

•25, » 

■  In  accordance  with  our  decision  to  grant  the  counter 
proposal  of  WTAR  Radio  Corp.,  Norfolk,  we  hare 
adopted  the  as.signment  of  Channel  12  in  Richmond  In 
lieu  of  Channel  3  as  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Richmond  has  a 
population  of  328,000  and  the  city  of 
Richmond  has  a  population  of  230,000. 
The  city  of  Charlottesville  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  26,000.  The  city  of  Petersburg 
has  a  population  of  35,000. 

(c)  Existing  station.  Havens  and 
Martin,  Inc.,  is  licensed  for  the  operation 
of  WTVR,  Richmond,  on  Channel  6. 

Richmond 

736.  (a)  Counterproposals  of  Larus  and 

Brother  Company,  Inc.,  and  Richmond 
Newspapers,  Inc.  Larus  and  Brother 
Company,  Inc.,  and  Richmond  News¬ 
papers,  Inc.,  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  VHP  Channel  8  to  Rich¬ 
mond  by  deleting  that  channel  from 
Petersburg,  Virginia,  and  iubstituting 
therefor  UHF  Channel  59. 
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(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Larus  and 
Brother  and  Richmond  Newspapers 
counterproposal.  Larus  and  Brother 
Co.,  Inc.,  and  Richmond  Newspapers, 
Inc.,  urged  that  the  economic  impor¬ 
tance  and  population  of  Richmond  as 
compared  w'ith  Petersburg  justifies  the 
deletion  of  Channel  8  from  Petersburg 
and  the  assignment  of  that  channel  to 
Richmond.  It  was  urged  that  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  city  of  Richmond  had  in¬ 
creased  by  more  than  19  percent,  and 
the  population  of  the  standard  metro¬ 
politan  area  by  more  than  24  percent 
since  1940.  It  was  also  contended  that 
Its  counterproposal  would  comply  with 
the  Commission’s  standards  for  mini- 
nnim  separation  of  co-channel  and  ad¬ 
jacent  channel  assignments.  It  was 
pointed  out  that  the  closest  co-channel 
assignment  on  Channel  8  from  Rich¬ 
mond  would  be  at  Lancaster,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  a  distance  of  184  miles.  In  fur¬ 
ther  support  of  the  counterproposal  it 
was  urged  that  the  operation  of  Channel 
I  at  Richmond  would  render  service  to  a 
substantial  area  and  population;  that 
the  operation  of  Channel  8  at  Richmond 
would  result  in  a  net  gain  of  coverage; 
and  that  the  area  losing  Grade  B  service 
would  be  served  by  from  two  to  nine 
other  .services.  It  was  also  urged  that 
the  operation  of  VHP  Channel  8  at  Rich¬ 
mond  would  provide  Grade  A  service  to 
Petersburg.  In  further  support  of  the 
counterproposal  of  Richmond  News¬ 
papers,  Inc.,  it  was  urged  that  a  mini- 
mum  of  three  or  four  VHP  assignments 
is  required  in  Richmond  to  afford  the 
required  number  of  major  outlets  and 
to  avoid  monopoly. 

^c)  Oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  to  the  Larus  and 
Brother  and  Richmond  Newspapers 
counterproposals.  An  opposition  to  the 
counterproposals  was  filed  by  Louis  H. 
Peterson,  Petersburg,  Virginia.*'  In  the 


“Larus  and  Brother  Company.  Inc.,  filed 
I  Motion  to  Strike  certain  portions  of  the 
worn  statement  of  Louis  H.  Peterson,  filed 
on  August  27.  1951.  In  particular  the  Motion 
to  Strike  Is  directed  against  Exhibit  A  and  B 
«  the  grounds  of  hearsay.  A  Motion  to 
Strike  was  directed  against  evidence  in  par, 
7  of  the  sworn  statement  on  the  ground  that 
toey  are  conclusions  purportedly  based  on 
Ithibit  A  which  is  objected  to  as  inadmls- 
tile  In  evidence.  The  Motions  to  Strike  are 
Denied  for  they  go  only  to  the  weight  to  be 
pven  to  the  evidence  and  not  to  its  admls- 
obllity.  A  Motion  to  Strike  is  directed 
»:ilnst  an  "Engineering  statement  support- 
og  Louis  H.  Peterson’s  support  of  FCC  pro¬ 
posal  to  assign  Channel  8  to  Petersburg, 
Virginia."  sworn  to  by  Peterson’s  consulting 
engineer  and  filed  with  the  Commission  on 
October  22,  1951.  The  last  paragraph  on 
?»?e  1  of  this  statement  Includes  this  sen- 
tonce,  "Statements  supporting  the  opposl- 
Tton  of  Lo’ils  H.  Peterson  to  these  proposals 
bare  been  filed  with  the  PCC  and  they  are 
Incorporated  herein  by  reference."  The  Mo- 
hon  to  Strike  states  that  the  afllant  attempts 
to  Incorporate  by  reference  the  statement  of 
^is  H.  Peterson  of  June  6,  1951,  on  file 
*ith  the  Commission:  that  this  statement 
submitted  on  behalf  of  Louis  H.  Peterson 
^7  his  counsel  prior  to  the  adoption  by  the 
Cotnmission  of  the  Order  of  Hearing  Pro- 
*<lure  of  July  25,  1951,  that  the  statement 
*88  not  sworn  to  by  Louis  H.  Peterson,  nor 
^  he  filed  a  "sworn  statement  verifying 
matters  of  fact  set  out  therein”  as  re- 
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opposition  it  was  urged  that  Channel  8 
be  retained  In  Petersburg.  It  was  as¬ 
serted  that  the  City  of  Petersburg  was 
not  part  of  the  Richmond  standard 
metropolitan  area  and  that  the  distance 
between  the  cities  was  23  miles.  It  was 
urged  that  the  deletion  of  Channel  8 
from  Petersburg  and  the  assignment  of 
that  channel  to  Richmond  would  result 
in  a  substantial  loss  of  the  only  VHP 
Grade  B  service  to  persons  residing 
along  the  Virginia-North  Carolina 
boundary.  It  was  asserted  that  the 
operation  of  Channel  8  at  Petersburg 
would  render  service  to  a  large  area  and 
population.  The  city  of  Charlottesville, 
theXZJhamber  of  Commerce  of  Charlottes¬ 
ville,  Virginia,  and  Barham  and  Barham, 
Radio  Station  WCHV  filed  a  conflicting 
counterproposal  to  that  of  the  Rich¬ 
mond  parties. 

<d)  The  Richmond  educational  res-- 
ervation.  The  city  of  Richmond  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  Channel  23  in 
Richmond  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  No  objection  was  filed  to 
the  reservation. 


Charlottesville 


737.  (a)  Joint  counterproposal  of  city 
of  Charlottesville,  the  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce  of  Charlottesville,  Virginia;  and 
Barham  and  Barham,  Radio  Station 
WCHV.  In  a  joint  counterproposal  the 
Charlottesville  parties  requested  the  de¬ 
letion  of  VHP  Channel  8  from  Peters¬ 
burg  and  the  assignment  of  that  channel 
to  Charlottesville  and  the  substitution  of 
UHP  Channel  59  in  Petersburg  for  the 
deleted  channel. 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Char¬ 
lottesville  counterproposal.  The  Char¬ 
lottesville  parties  urged  that  if  Channel 
8  were  assigned  to  Charlottesville  it  was 
proposed  to  locate  the  transmitter  at 
Bucks  Elbow,  at  a  distance  of  1324  miles 
from  the  city  and  at  an  elevation  of 
2,450  feet  above  average  terrain  and 
3,180  feet  above  mean  sea  level.  It  was 
urged  that  the  operation  of  Channel  8 
at  Charlottesville  as  proposed  at  the 
mountain  site  w’ould  render  service  to 
very  large  area  and  population.  It  was 
further  stated  that  the  operation  of 
VHP  Channel  8  from  a  downtown  site  in 
Charlottesville  would  also  render  the 
first  VHP  service  to  a  large  area  in  the 
northern  portion  of  the  State  of  Vir¬ 
ginia.  It  was  also  contended  that  a 
grant  of  the  counterproposal  would  be 
consistent  with  the  Commission’s  stand¬ 
ards  for  minimum  separation  of  co¬ 
channel  and  adjacent  channel  assign¬ 
ments.  In  addition  it  was  urged  that  the 
closest  station  which  could  render  Grade 
A  service  to  the  area  of  Charlottesville 
was  assigned  to  Waynesboro  on  Channel 
42  at  a  distance  of  23  miles  and  that  the 
Blue  Ridge  Mountains  separate  the  two 
cities  with  elevations  of  about  3,000  feet. 
It  was  concluded  that  it  was  unlikely 


qulred  by  par.  5  (b)  of  the  Order  of  Hearing 
Procedure.  This  Motion  to  Strike  is 
Granted.  The  affiant  engineer  may  not  In¬ 
corporate  this  material  by  reference  under 
the  Order  of  Hearing  Procedure.  Such  ma¬ 
terial  in  the  affiant  engineer’s  statement, 
other  than  that  incorporated  by  reference, 
is  properly  before  the  Commission  for  con¬ 
sideration. 


that  satisfactory  service  would  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  the  city  of  Charlottesville  from 
the  operation  of  a  UHP  channel. 

(c)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  Charlottesville  coun¬ 
terproposal.  Oppositions  to  the  fore¬ 
going  joint  counterproposal  were  filed 
by  Larus  and  Brother  Company,  Inc.,  and 
Richmond  Newspapers,  Inc.,  both  of 
Richmond,  urging  that  it  was  inappro¬ 
priate  to  considei*  the  use  of  Channel  8  in 
Charlottesville  operating  with  a  trans¬ 
mitter  site  assumed  at  a  mountain.  It 
was  urged  that  the  use  of  Channel  8  at 
the  downtown  site  of  Charlottesville 
would  not  provide  service  to  as  many 
per. sons  as  would  be  served  by  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  that  station  from  either  Rich¬ 
mond  or  Petersburg.  It  was  also  urged 
in  the  opposition  that  the  use  of  Bucks 
Elbow  mountain  site  would  be  equally 
advantageous  in  the  UHP  and  that  Chan¬ 
nel  64  could  be  assigned  to  Charlottes¬ 
ville.  An  opposition  to  the  counterpro- 
pcsal  was  also  filed  by  Loms  H.  Peterson. 
WSAZ,  Inc.,  has  filed  an  opposition  to 
this  counterproposal  since  it  would  in¬ 
volve  the  assignment  of  Channel  8  in 
Charlottesville,  a  distance  of  173  miles 
from  Charleston,  West  Virginia,  where 
WSAZ-TV  proposed  the  assignment  of 
Channel  8. 

(d)  The  Charlottesville  educational 
reservation.  The  University  of  Virginia 
supported  the  reservation  of  Channel  45 
in  Charlottesville  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  No  objections  were 
made  to  the  reservation.” 


Conclusions:  Educational  Reservations 
in  Richmond  and  Charlottesville 


738.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  Channels  23  and  45  at 
Richmond  and  Charlottesville,  respec¬ 
tively,  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  are  finalized. 


Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Assign¬ 
ments  in  Richmond  and  Charlottes¬ 
ville 


739.  We  are  of  the  view  that  no  basis 
has  been  established  on  the  record  for 
the  deletion  of  Channel  8  assigned  to 
Petersburg  in  order  to  assign  that  chan¬ 
nel  to  Richmond  or  Charlottesville. 

740.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  de¬ 
letion  of  the  sole  VHP  channel  from 
Petersburg,. a  city  of  35,0^,  in  order  to 
assign  a  third  VHF  channel  to  Rich¬ 
mond  or  a  total  of  five  channels  to  that 
city  is  in  view  of  the  circumstances 
presented  unwarranted.  Similarly,  we 
believe  that  the  assignment  of  a  VHP 
channel  to  Charlottesville  at  the  expense 
of  deleting  the  only  VHF  channel  pro¬ 
posed  for  Petersburg,  a  larger  com¬ 
munity,  is  unwarranted.  It  is  recognized 
that  Charlottesville  would  not,  under  the 
Third  Notice,  have  any  commercial  as¬ 
signments.  However,  one  of  the  parties 
has  proposed  the  use  of  Channel  64  in 
Charlottesville  for  that  purpose  and  we 
find  that  this  channel  should  be  assigned 
to  CHiarlottesville. 


**  A  comment  recommending  that  this 
channel  be  assigned  for  commercial  use  was 
filed  by  Radio  Station  WCHV  and  by  the 
Charlottesville  Chamber  of  Commerce.  How¬ 
ever.  these  parties  failed  to  submit  a  sworn 
statement  in  this  proceeding. 


••*1  - 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


741.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
counterproposals  of  Larus  and  Brother 
Company,  Inc.,  and  Richmond  News¬ 
papers,  Inc.,  and  the  counterproposal  of 
the  city  of  Charlottesville,  the  Chamber 
of  Commerce  of  Charlottesville,  Virginia, 
and  Barham  and  Barham,  Radio  Station 
WCHV,  are  denied. 


Final  Assigjiments  and  Reservations 

742.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted;  • 


Cities 

VII F  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

•4:.,  M 
41 

s 

6,12 

•21  29 

BLACKSBURG.  DANVILLE,  LYNCHBURG,  AND 
ROANOKE.  VIRGINIA 

743.  fa)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

24 

LynchlMiie,  Va . . 

13 

Ifi 

KoanoLe,  Va _ _ 

7, 10 

27.  *33 

(b)  Blacksburg  educational  reserva~ 
tion.  The  JCET  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  60  in  Blacksburg  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  No  objec¬ 
tion  was  made  to  the  proposed  reserva¬ 
tion. 

(c)  Roanoke  educational  reservation. 
The  JCET  and  the  Virginia  Polytechnic 
Institute  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  33  in  Roanoke  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  No  objection  w'as 
made  to  the  proposed  reservation. 

(d)  Danville.  The  population  of  the 
city  of  Danville  is  35,000.  Piedmont 
Broadcasting  Corporation  filed  a  sworn 
statement  in  support  of  the  Commission’s 
proposed  a.ssignment  for  Danville,  Vir¬ 
ginia.  stating  that  the  location,  size  and 
economic  position  of  Danville  require 
and  can  readily  sustain  a  television 
broadcast  .station.  No  opposition  to  the 
Commi.ssion’s  proposed  assignment  for 
Danville  has  been  filed  in  this  proceeding. 

(e)  Lynchburg.  The  city  of  Lynch¬ 
burg  has  a  population  of  48,000.  Lynch¬ 
burg  Broadcasting  Corporation,  Lynch¬ 
burg,  Virginia,  filed  a  sworn  statement 
supporting  the  Commission’s  proposed 
assignments  for  Lynchburg,  Virginia. 
In  the  sworn  statement  it  was  asserted 
that  the  city  of  Lynchburg  is  within  14 
miles  of  the  geographical  center  of  the 
State  of  Virginia,  and  is  the  dominant 
city  in  the  area  in  which  it  is  located; 
that  Lynchburg  is  the  geographical,  eco¬ 
nomic  and  cultural  center  of  central  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  that  the  assignments  proposed 
by  the  Commission  are  necessary  to  serve 
the  needs  of  the  area.  Old  Dominion 
Broadcasting  Corporation  also  filed  a 
sworn  statement  supporting  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  for  Lynchburg.  No  op¬ 
position  to  the  assignments  proposed  for 
Lynchburg  has  been  filed  in  this  pro¬ 
ceeding. 


Conclusions 


744.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the  fol¬ 
lowing  assignments  and  reservations  are 
adopted : 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No, 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Rlaekshiircr.  V'a _ 

•60 

Danville,  Va . 

24 

LynchhiirK,  V'a . 

13 

16 

Roanoke,  Va . 

7, 10 

27,  *33 

NASHVILLE  AND  COOKEVILLE,  TENNESSEE 

745.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  'Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Cookeville,  Tenn.. . . 

24 

Nashville,  Teiin . 

♦2,  4, 8 

30,36 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Nashville  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  322,000  and  the  city  of  Nash¬ 
ville  has  a  population  of  174,000.  The 
city  of  Cookeville  has  a  population  of 
7,000. 

(c)  Existing  station.  WSM,  Inc.,  is 
licensed  for  the  operation  of  Station 
WSM-TV  at  Nashville  on  Channel  4. 

Nashville 

746.  (a)  Joint  counterproposal  of 
WLAC  Broadcasting  Station  and  WSIX 
Broadcasting  Service,  and  counterpro- 
posal  of  Capital  Broadcasting  Company. 
In  a  joint  counterproposal  WLAC 
Broadcasting  Service  and  WSIX  Broad¬ 
casting  Station  and  in  an  identical  coun¬ 
terproposal.  Capital  Broadcasting 
Company,  all  requested  an  additional 
assignment  of  VHF  Channel  5  in  Nash¬ 
ville  and  the  deletion  of  the  educational 
reservation  from  Channel  2  without  any 
other  changes  in  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  WLAC, 
WSIX,  and  Capital  counterproposals.  In 
support  of  the  request  for  the  additional 
assignment  of  VHP  Channel  5  at  Nash¬ 
ville  it  Vas  urged  that  it  w'ould  not  re¬ 
quire  any  other  changes  in  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  by  the  Commission  in 
the  Third  Notice;  that  the  assignment  of 
Channel  5  to  Nashville  meets  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  standards  for  minimum  sepa¬ 
ration  of  co-channel  and  adjacent 
channel  stations.  It  was  asserted  that 
the  operation  of  Channel  5  at  Nashville 
would  render  service  to  a  substantial 
area  and  populations;  that  there  were 
approximately  43,393  VHF  television  sets 
in  the  Nashville  area.  It  was  also  as¬ 
serted  that  UHF  channels  would  be  in¬ 
adequate  to  serve  the  needs  of  the 
Nashville  area  since  UHF  stations  would 
serve  a  substantially  smaller  service  area 
than  would  VHF  stations. 

(c)  Conflicting  counterproposals  to 
the  WSIX,  WLAC,  and  Capital  counter^ 
proposals.  A  conflicting  counterpropo¬ 
sal  was  filed  by  WHUB,  Inc.,  Cookeville, 
Tennessee. 

(d)  The  Nashville  educational  reser¬ 
vation.  The  JCET  supported  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  V^HF  Channel  2  for  use  by  a 


noncommercial  educational  station  and 
submitted  a  sworn  statement  of  VandeN 
bilt  University  In  Nashville.  The  uni¬ 
versity  indicated  that  it  was  “fully 
conscious  of  the  advantage  that  such  a 
station  would  be  to  its  operation,  and  is 
proposing  to  make  full  investigation  and 
to  seek  the  necessary  funds  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.”  Vanderbilt  University  stated  that 
it  recognized  the  importance  of  this  op¬ 
portunity  and  that  it  was  the  purpose 
of  the  university  administration  to  make  I 
a  thorough  study  of  the  situation.  The  I 
university  reported  that  it  hoped  that 
on  its  own  account,  it  might  find  the 
W'ay  to  avail  itself  of  the  use  of  a  tele-  i 
vision  channel.  The  Davidson  County ! 
Board  of  Education  also  supported  the  t 
reservation. 

(e)  Opposition  to  Nashville  educa-  j 
tional  reservation.  WLAC  Broadcasting  I 
Service  and  WSIX  Broadcasting  Station,  ^ 
Nashville,  Tennessee,  and  Capital  Broad-  i 
casting  Co."  opposed  the  proposed  res-  = 
ervation  of  VHF  Channel  2.  Their  sworn 
statement  included  an  affidavit  of  the  f 
Mayor  of  Nashville  stating  that  the  com-  1 
mercial  radio  stations  had  been  cooper¬ 
ative  with  the  city  educational  institu* 
tions  in  the  broadcasting  of  pubic  service 
programs,  and  that  the  city  was  not  fi¬ 
nancially  able  w'ithin  the  predictable 
future  to  support  an  educational  televi¬ 
sion  station.  Affidavits  were  also  pre¬ 
sented  from  Scarritt  College  for 
Christian  Workers,  Fisk  University, 
George  Peabody  College  for  Teachers, 
and  David  Lipscomb  College  indicating 
that  these  institutions  had  no  objection 
to  making  Channel  2  available  for  com¬ 
mercial  use  in  light  of  the  great  doubt  g 
that  they  would  be  able  to  operate  a  1 
station  in  the  near  future.  1 

Cookeville  j 

747.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  WHVB,  I 
Inc.  In  a  counterproposal  to  the  Com-  ' 
mission's  Third  Notice,  WHUB,  Inc.,  ' 
requested  the  additional  assignment  of  g 
VHF  Channel  5  to  Cookeville  without  any  | 
other  changes  in  the  assignments  pro-  j 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice.  ’ 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  WHUB.  ^ 
Inc.;  counterproposal.  WHUB  urged  | 
that  Cookeville  is  located  about  72  miles  , 
east  of  Nashville,  90  miles  west  of  Knox¬ 
ville  and  80  miles  north  of  Chattanooga:  n 
that  the  population  of  Putnam  County 
in  which  Cookeville  is  located  is  29,825;  j 
that  the  trade  area  of  Cookeville  en-  j 
compasses  an  area  of  approximately  50  , 
miles  around  Cookeville  with  a  popula-  ^ 
tion  of  approximately  300.000.  It  was  ^ 
further  urged  that  the  industrial,  agri¬ 
cultural  and  economic  growth  of  the  : 
Cookeville  region  and  the  importance  to 
the  nation  of  the  continued  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  area  warrant  the  best  serv¬ 
ice  possible  in  every  field  of  communica¬ 
tions  including  television.  It  was  urged  ^ 
that  Cookeville’s  strategic  location,  i^ 
position  as  a  geographic,  cultural,  and 
economic  center  make  it  the  logical  site 
of  a  VHF  station  that  will  give  .serviw 
to  the  area  and  thereby  assist  in  the 
continuing  growth  and  advancement  oi 


♦’Capital  Broadcasting  Company  opposed 
the  principle  of  reservation  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  In  general  In  addition 
to  the  specific  objection  at  Nashville. 
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the  area.**  In  further  support  of  the 
\^HUB  counterproposal  it  was  asserted 
that  the  assignment  of  Channel  5  to 
Cookeville  would  comply  with  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  standards  for  minimum  sepa¬ 
ration  of  co-channel  and  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  assignments  and  would  provide  a 
service  to  a  substantial  area  and  popu¬ 
lation. 

(c)  The  counterproposal  would  result 
In  the  following  co-channel  assignment 
separations  below  190  miles  in  Zone  U: 


Chinnel  ^  Cities 

i 

Mileage 

^  1 

f  '  Cookeville,  Tenn.-.AtLuita,  Ga... 

ISO 

fi  j  Cookeville,  Tenn.-Bristol,  Tenn.. 

1S6 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun~ 
terproposals  to  WHUB,  Inc.,  counter^ 
fTOposal.  Oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  were  filed  by  Capital 
Broadcasting  Co..  WSIX  Broadcasting 
Station  and  WLAC  Broadcasting  Serv¬ 
ice,  all  of  Nashville,  and  the  Fort  Indus¬ 
try  Company,  Atlanta.  Georgia. 

Conclusions:  NashviUe  Educational 
Reservation 

748.  We  And  on  the  basis  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  proposed  reservation  of 
VHF  Channel  2  in  Nashville  for  use  by  a 
noncommercial  educational  station 
should  be  finalized.**  The  record  estab¬ 
lishes  that  Vandeibilt  University  is  seri¬ 
ously  considering  the  establishment  of  a 
noncommercial  educational  station  in 
Nashville.  It  is  our  view  that  the  educa¬ 
tional  community  in  Nashville  must  be 
afforded  time  in  which  to  establish  such 
a  station.  Accordingly,  on  the  basis  of 
the  record,  the  proposed  reservation  of 
Channel  2  for  use  by  a  noncommercial 
educational  station  is  finalized;  and  the 
counterproposal  of  WLAC  Broadcasting 
Station,  WSIX  Broadcasting  Service  and 
Capital  Broadcasting  Company  are  de¬ 
nied  insofar  as  they  request  the  deletion 
of  the  reservation  of  Channel  2  at 
Nashville. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Assign¬ 
ments  in  Nashville  and  Cookeville 

749.  The  counterproposal  of  the  Nash¬ 
ville  parties  seeking  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  of  VHF  Channel  5  to  Nashville 
and  the  counterproposal  of  WHUB  seek¬ 
ing  the  additional  assignment  of  the 
same  channel  to  Cookeville  are  mutually 
exclusive  since  Cookeville  and  Nashville 
are  approximately  72  miles  apart.  We 


“Capital  Broadcasting  Company,  Nash¬ 
ville,  Tennessee,  filed  a  Motion  to  Strike  th* 
affidavit  of  Luke  Medley  submitted  In  sup¬ 
port  of  the  WHUB  counterproposal,  on  the 
pounds  that  It  was  argumentative  and  an 
hpresElon  of  the  opinion  of  the  affiant  in 
all  material  respects  and  that  such  factual 
atatements  as  appear  In  It  are  not  material 
or  relevant  to  any  of  the  Issues  In  this  pro- 
Wedlng.  WHUB,  Inc.,  filed  an  opposition  to 
we  Motion  to  Strike  saying  that  the  affidavit 
ia  not  argumentative  and  that  It  Is  a  state- 
ttent  of  facts  which  Is  material  and  relevant 
Vo  the  Issues  In  this  proceeding.  The  Motion 
to  Strike  Is  Denied  since  It  goes  only  to  the 
'^olght  to  be  glten  to  the  evidence  and  not 
to  Its  admissibility  as  evidence  in  this  pro- 
owdlng. 

“In  arriving  at  this  conclusion  we  have 
®ot  relied  on  the  filing  dated  November  13, 
1851.  by  the  JCET. 


believe  on  the  basis  of  the  record  that 
the  assignment  of  Channel  5  should  be 
made  to  Nashville  rather  than  to  Cooke¬ 
ville.  The  Cookeville  counterproposal 
would  result  in  two  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  separations  below  the  minimum 
adopted  herein  for  Zone  n;  whereas,  the 
assignment  of  Channel  5  to  Nashville  is 
in  accordance  with  our  standards. 
Moreover,  it  is  our  view  that  the  assign¬ 
ment  to  Nashville,  a  city  of  174,000  with 
a  metropolitan  area  of  322,000  is  to  be 
preferred  to  Cookeville  with  a  population 
of  7,000.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
joint  counterproposal  of  WLAC  Broad¬ 
casting  Service,  WSIX  Broadcasting  Sta¬ 
tion  and  the  counterproposal  of  Capital 
Broadcasting  Company  are  granted  and 
the  counterproposal  of  WHUB,  Ir.c.,  is 
denied. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


750.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Cookeville,  Tcnn _  __  _ 

24 

Nashville,  Tenn . . 

•Z  4,5,8 

30,36 

CHATTANOOGA  AND  KNOXVn  LE,  TENNESSEE; 
EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATIONS 

751.  < a.)  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  following  reservations  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No, 

nel  No. 

Chattanooga,  Tenn . 

•55 

Knoxville,  Tenn.... _ 

•20 

(b)  Chattanooga.  The  Board  of  Edu¬ 
cation  of  the  Chattanooga  public  schools 
supported  the  reservation  of  Channel  55 
for  noncommercial  educational  use.  No 
objections  were  made  to  the  proposed 
reservation. 

(c)  Knoxville.  The  University  of 
Tennessee  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  20  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  No  objection  were  made  to 
the  reservation. 

Conclusions 

752.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
reservations  of  Channels  55  and  20  at 
Chattanooga  and  Knoxville,  respectively, 
are  finalized. 

KINGSPORT,  TENNESSEE 

753.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  one  channel  to 
Kingsport,  Tennessee,  UHP  Channel  28. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Klings- 
port  has  a  population  of  20,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Kingsport 
Broadcasting  Company.  The  Kingsport 
Broadcasting  Company  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  2 
to  Kingsport  without  any  other  changes 
In  the  assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Kingsport 
counterproposal.  Kingsport  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  urged  that  the  size,  eco¬ 
nomic  importance  and  population  of 


Kingsport  warranted  the  assignment  of 
a  VHP  channel  to  that  community.  It 
was  recognized  that  the  assignment  of 
Channel  2  to  Kingsport  would  result  in 
a  co-channel  separation  of  159  miles  to 
Greensboro,  North  Caiolina,  where  that 
channel  is  also  assigned  but  it  was  ar¬ 
gued  that  consideration  should  be  given 
by  the  Commission  to  the  unusual  ter¬ 
rain  conditions  which  exist  in  the  area. 
It  was  stated  that  a  mountain  range 
between  Kingsport  and  Greensboro  rises 
to  an  elevation  of  5,000  feet  or  higher 
and  that  the  normal  separation  required 
between  transmitters  should  not  apply 
In  this  instance.  It  was  also  urged  that 
more  television  services  could  be  made 
available  if  the  required  separations 
were  reduced  to  150  miles  for  VHF  chan¬ 
nels.  Finally,  it  was  a.sserted  that  if 
Channel  2  were  assigned  to  Kingsport 
that  the  interference  level  could  be  held 
to  that  value  contemplated  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  170-mile  rule  for  proposed  trans¬ 
mitter  to  transmitter  spacings  by  the 
proper  site  selection  or  reduction  in 
power  below  20  dbk  or  100  kw. 

Conclusions 

754.  It  is  our  view  that  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  the  Kingsport  Broadcasting 
Company.  Inc.,  must  be  denied.  The 
counterproposal  would  result  in  a  co¬ 
channel  assignment  separation  of  159 
miles  on  Channel  2  between  Kingsport 
and  Greensboro,  North  Carolina  in  Zone 
II.  The  minimum  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  separation  for  this  Zone  is  190 
miles.  Elsewhere  in  this  Report  we 
have  set  forth  the  reasons  for  the  denial 
of  requests  for  a  special  class  of  low 
power  stations  and  for  assignments  at 
reduced  separations  due  to  high  inter¬ 
vening  terrain.  Accordingly,  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  Kingsport  Broadcasting 
Company,  Inc.,  is  denied,  and  the  assign¬ 
ments  propos^  by  the  Commission  in 
the  Third  Notice  for  Kingsport  are 
adopted. 

BRISTOL,  TENNESSEE,  AND  BRISTOL, 
VIRGINIA 

755.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice,  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  to  assign  two  channels  to  Bristol, 
Tennessee.  VHF  Channel  5  and  UHF 
Channel  46;  and  did  not  propose  the 
assignment  of  any  channels  to  Bristol, 
Virginia. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
the  city  of  Bristol,  Tennessee,  is  17,000 
and  the  population  of  the  city  of  Bristol, 
Virginia,  is  16,000, 

(c)  Support  of  proposed  assignments 
to  Bristol.  Radio  Phone  Broadcasting 
Station  supported  the  Commission’s  pro¬ 
posed  assignment  for  Bristol,  Tennessee, 
stating  that  the  a.ssignments  proposed 
by  the  Commission  were  necessai-y  to 
render  service  to  that  area. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Appalachian 
Broadcasting  Company.  Bristol,  Virginia. 
Appalachian  Broadcasting  Company  re¬ 
quested  that  the  assignments  proposed 
by  the  Commission  to  Bristol,  Tennes¬ 
see,  also  be  assigned  to  Bristol,  Virginia. 
It  was  urged  that  Bristol,  Tennessee, 
and  Bristol,  Virginia,  are  adjacent  mu¬ 
nicipalities  separated  by  the  State  line; 
that  although  the  two  cities  constitute 
one  market,  Bristol,  Virginia,  is,  in  many 


4012 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


<  -2 
e«  S  3 
If  E  a>  “  ( 

g  "O  as 
M  2  o  . 

«  ^ 
{fj  a>  O  . 
Ji  J3  c-2 

O'*-*  ® 

C  ^ 
o  t,  e  « 

Si  S  ^ 

CTJ  Si  ^ 


21  '3  o"o  c 
CT  f*  c  E 

•D  S^i:  3  c 


o  be  C/3 
JC  ii  cS 


3  3  !2  3 

5  «  J5  «  O 

S-^TJ  if  ■ 
i  os  o) 

3  >  TS  M  0) 

■»  ea  OJ  o  o 

3  *0  o.  > 

3  0)  c  O  C  ' 
*  X3  w  S;  O) . 

J  ^  -4^  CX  (/>  - 


,  -ri  c  T5  •  .2 

i  2  3  O -S  ' 
I  o  S  ^ 

■si  =  = 

»->2‘bCe8S- 
’  Q.  O  o  O 

c  to  j3  eS 

:  •"  *j  O,  ^  4» 

3  tsc  CO  2 
5  U^- 

'g==^2p. 
:  3  £  ^  2  c  ' 


I  •  be  OD  OJ  «>  •  *3 

30^*H^fi35s 

i|3l5:sli 

gi  c  cS-g  a©  5 
«  ctt:v*'g  &  V 
2:2g§.°^Si8 

^CQCQ  C  c  ^ 

Qt  ®  •13  2 

°^^4J  g'S 

cs  >»2  "S  "S  ® 

>i  ^  G  J3 

^5c3  g.3  §£« 

■o  (u  P  2  --  h  S 


>■  *5  a  a 

•-5  b  CO  CO  c  _ 

'  o  2  1^  o 

:  aco  °  tj  ^ 

to  .  eS  2 
9  ^X3  2  3  S 

«•“*->  O  Q  3 
4)  t3  (U  O  2 

5S>.5““ 
■g  S  §  j:  “  c 
I  —  to  D.  2  **  2 
.  §  <3  £•? 

to  O  If  •*"  o 

i  2  I  ^  c  -c  Oi 

£.S5  br.  >>  rt 

O  to  C--  S  g 

§2  S 
£  C  S  U  i  if 


£  4J  p-, 

>  n  o  ■>  c3  • 

!“  3  3  ££ 

!  2  •«  S  «  ^  ■ 

kiH= 

icS'oSi' 


*'  •»*■** 


•O  •  03 

3  43  12  - 
2i3  S£ 
■3  g  cvT 

"2:2:3 

do  to 
toO*5  g 
rt  VH 

9  o  c  "O 

S  >*:§  5 

X3  *->  -^  O 
if  ■£  2  ^ 


•  I 

•“  CQ 

_ 

<=!3 

cS  cS 
•C  .  ; 

o  cs  * 

c  6  . 

c^a, 

§5c 

33  ^  o 
cs  .N 

C 

3*  *7;  *^  ■ 
^  cs: 
to  o 
*J  >  C 
3  c  « 

gE^<i 

3  c  *J 

tr  £  c3 

I'to  9  >  ' 

Ca 


‘Sgg 

^  c/3  ^ 

?  oiSS 

•  B*  ca  S 
s  a  w 
I  o  o  •• 
1  o  o 

>  .  ta  ■*> 

i  ^  a  t* 

S  ^  cs 

il-®* 

og“ 
5  O.S 

J  ^  ^ 
:  o  o 


I  goo 

;  5 

1  S'  c 

I  g  O  JQ 

“■^  ”3  o 
;  c  c  2 
!  O  e:  C 


I  bC  I 
2  C  "O 

P 

c  S  IQ 
S’® 

-S:  ea  ea 

■3  o  r, 

•r*  o  be 

on  g 

S  4J 

^‘£  o 
£3  o  3: 

-S  ”3 

a  2  "O 

i£S 

“§■= 

|co  ^ 

to  >» 

ea  ••  c 

2  a  S 

3  S  3 

C3  .2  C 
o  to  5 
ii  w  O 

HwO 


o  >»  . 
4>  c  c 
O  ea  I 
a  2 
3-3 
.  S  be 


S2n 

c/3  » 

^  ci 
^  c 

§1“ 

BSc: 

i“3 

o  cQ 

I- 

bcS  ° 

2  C  4) 
S  3  o 
to  JC  'S 
ea  O  o 
o  '-5  > 


be  ea 
3  •-‘S 
:S  »  s* 

to  C  O 

C3  5  o 
o  5  C5 

•oS 

ea  ^ 

2  <  52 

n  g 

II 

S?  n-f 

o  o  "C 

to  to  C 


to  to  c 

'  rt  sT  ^ 

;S3^ 

■Q  a< 


•rt  •  t 

2^4* 
S  3 
•3  w 

£0  ^ 

i  4J 

3  .5?; 

n  3  03 

4>  S  ti 
0«  fl 
£  g  « 

V*  o  *-' 

oo< 

>> 

3  ^  ea 
a -2 

3*  to  ^ 

3  S  O 

o  t-  b 

^  >6 
b£  *0 
C  <  j:: 

■■S  t 

Silz: 
•o  «  . 

ea  £  o 

p  2  ^ 
m  2  P 


o  • 

o  '0 .2 
o  ea  ^ 

”  2  g 

in  3 

S  o  o 
•2  3  o 

hc2 
b  43  ^ 

P  a  2 
2.0 
^  b  o 

C  rl 

Ka- 

IE'S 
2  0  • 

7^0  ^,U 
^  he  o  • 

C  &C0 
•30  . 

C  2^2 

£  2  hn-3 

.2  3  E 

to  g  3  3 
J*  P  to  7; 
O  ^  oi  O 

an  2u 


b^l.3  ”  “o’5 

g  -g  i  £  I  ^  0 
3.0  1.2^  I  O  « 

ECrr*jc30^.„rt  w 

oea.p— £m2  rftjt- 

U  0*jaj20-M  oa 
2  -n  C  a” 

b2‘3£coOrtt0G2 
£05*".  £3  >,5^.2 
o*"ii"  o£o 

ca^'Oca-*33coo  2^ 

•o.CbecQ-SS  o 

§i3"“S5S"o| 

fiSaSS  *.-■-  slS 


4*  hr  ^  43 

O  b£  ©  *j 

•O  3  be  CO 

Cj  Il3  ^ 
o  w  3  o 

*2  44  5 

pq  o  ea 

"O  "S  Si 


8§E' 


^  ^ 

W  B  «M 

^  O  *j5 

i  ou  »• 
^ 

e  °  4» 

Si  E  .  jc 
P*  ■£  .52 


-•g 

O  £  i* 


3  rt  •''  o  .2  3  o 

^  S 

^  rt  o  >.  3  2  O 


=  3S 
•iJ  3  o  00 

o  S  ax 

“  C  4> 

i  S£.2 


, 

1 

c 

S3  . 

£  0 

•  *  1  ( 

wZ 

•  •  1 

^*-■3 

•  •  i 

G  3 

•  i  i 

> 

:  ;  ; 

• 

a-  • -  ^r 


>>  O  O  U  I  I 
x:  0X3  CS 

3  3  Si  o  > 
o  Q  3  g  o  £ 

.  o  S  2  w 

c  cs  t:  .c  2 

ea  3  a  3  o  ^ 
£  o  ap  3  g 

fH  os  g  c  ^  a 
P  3  W  'a-  O  a 

O 2 

£2:  o  c 
H  .3  -o  2 
g 

P  cs  "O  ^  '5  o 

1-3  S'S-nS 


O  3  ca  o 

•^3  .  c 

sQbo 

®  “EI 

^  O  4J  ^ 

•O  O  >  S3 
^  3  £2  to 
o  |3  o 
Ui  iJ  u 


o'O x:  • 
t-  c  *-*  9 

£  03  ,p 

"2  2’0 

O  CO 

o  b  o  ^ 
x:  <  S  to 

H  O  § 

o  o 

v.u 

3  to  3 

Is  *3  O  -O 
K  5  U  C 
9  3  04 : 

9  o  <-;  . . 

S  2 

^  0C3' 

O  ^  >3  O 
M  3  U  s* 
300: 

ah  U' 


-c  <«  I 

3  °  g 
ea  -  Q 


•e  o  I 

K  3  w 
53  *1  cs 

o  M 
■2  o  s 

si'l 

K  O 

•S'H'-c* 

CO  QJ  O 

"3  3 

«h--S 
ta  0*2  ^ 

^  r*  O 

CO  2  2  to 
o  S  4> 

a  _  a  fc< 

o  3  p 

i-  b  "3 
0,  O'  s 

•  C  ^ 
d  0.2  to 

£  -S  55  -b 

c/3  C 

o  *2  a> 

2  ^  s 

12  4J  g  S 
O  P  .b 


.2  c 


S 

c?  • 

£  Z 

^y. 

if:  1-  1^ 
ct  0 

crT 

U." 

G  3 

1= 

C  1  w 

-C  0 

1 

1 

• 

• 

• 

1 

> 

\M 

City 

w  X 
orJ  Si  S 

.2^.2 

|5= 

w  x"!^ 

>3 -ex'" 

;.  O  O  Si  3 
=  ^hfi£ 

Jo  .2  3 

Jxg'g  ° 

:  “  t-  ain 
;  o  00  o  o 

i^o^l . 
5||s21 


sss^o 

-  3  -h*  •"- 
o  rt  o 
o  "G  bc  •“• 

Sa-§-s° 

-  o4£^.2 

°S3H;g 

■2-S^da 

r*  O  ^ 

3  3  o  o  a 


I  I  I  be  > 

c  O  c  -  3 
5  K  (3  rt  O  ■ 

»-  C  4J  b  3 

g."?  oti 

O  CC  "to  g  I 
O  4*  c 
h*  3  1*  3  ' 
®  <  cr  o  fi 
O  S  9  3  ie 

Pi  M  ^  G  ^  : 

°  Ib3  3 
^  I  5  o  w 

§S'S>S 

rj  G  ^  • 

^  tL  O  QJ 

CO 

^  in  ^  o 

g”^ 

^  2  £3; 


Stsp  p  c 


ilsi 

'Sa^ 

o  “  r? 

■2^ 

:3  W  •£ 

sue 
S  g 

rn  **  r  ^ 


^33*^ 
p  4»  :5  o  .© 

9  o  tJ  E 

4^'  7  o  S  2 

to  o  ,9  3  b 

3  to  U  •-*  O 

^  S  o  2  I 
30333 

C  ^  C  r  ^  41 

g  ft  h  o  o 

So  «3  r*5 
3  3  tj  ^ 
2  ^  &  o  -a 

•a  0  •£  2;  g 
•o  S  o  • 

*3  o  QJ  3 

lE-t-S 


!  O  -i 

I  i  O 
;  M  -s  o 
I  "S  3 
'c  «£ 
o  o  *0 
3  3b 

*->  *1  3 

-  I- 

n  O  to 

1-a 

3  to  © 

|sS 

h  *^  -1 
Si  o  ” 

O  -5  g 
2  4S  3 

S  £  w 

.^8 

2  h  -3 

§E  2 

«  U  o 

3  •3  S 
3  gj  3 
o  5;  3 


a  o  3 

3  2  .  -c 
“=  o  c  w 
00^ 

3  3^  O 

•S  °  >  -a 

p  o  o  £ 


5  04  £ 

^  >  P  • 
»-  b  R 
.  o  a  o 

o  w  ,  ^ 

i  o  o  ^ 
3  f*  3  c 
>  *-*  .JS 

3  2  o  £ 
o  3  S  £ 
o  *^  3: 

u  -a 

0  tic  4  > 

3  S  ^ 

9  U  “5  £ 

50  o  ^ 


I  ^  I 

=  oSg 

^Sg“ 

1  3U| 

h-  4  ^ 

3  2  ^ 

i  §1^ 

"6*g 

44?  . 

>  3  i  4 

o  s  :5  M I 

Si’sii 

K|°§. 

^  o  "**  3  , 

Z  “  h  5 

C  0^  bjD  ■ 

35o:| 

O  be  ^  3 
S  3  4  ;3 

g  E£^. 


^  3 

L,y. 

"p 

i  =  = 


I  O  c 

'0  3  0 
C  3 

£  t>C  4  g 

3  cig 
^ 

4  £  O  3 

a  2  > 

3  o  o  b 

w  S{ 

a> 

3  b  3  73 

Jin  .2  O  O 
CQ  ^  CO 

£*3^3 
g  S  «  a 

i"  £  s 
.2  - 

||£2 
3  £  be  -a 

i  o  £  C 
3  o  >  ^ 


c 

C!  • 

.=  0 

> 

“T  TO  -r 

i 

G 

as  . 

.£  O 

Sfe 

1  Si  1  •  !  »r  1  •  er. 

•  I.*9  tC  .  M  ^ 

•  JoT  *.C 

•  •  *-  c.  fi 

•  •  ec 

•  •  V 

•  1 

1  1 

•  1 

1  • 

c 

cl  . 
iC  0 

G  c 
> 

as  I' Cl  2  'TOC 

ieoc* 

1 

t 

• 

• 

TO  o 
^  ^  c/) 


3  Sa 
|££, 
£  ^TJ 

o  _  c 


fc  -a 
0  n  C 
o  ^  13 

©  3 

I  1-> 

3  ea  *  < 
“  2  .2 
i->  O  r* 

c  -  .5 

O  O  U) 

4  U 

«4  5^ 

3  <«  i 

.  fij  o 

I"n| 

a  o  ” 

u  ^  o  ^ 

1^  w  o  ^ 


I  f  fi  0)  f 

53551 
5  2  a  o  2 
3  e.§^n 

^  2  ?  c 

j  **>  b  4  b 
3  a-.s 
iTj^^x: 

E  3  to  4 

3  3  3  p 

.i2  to  ^  3 
>1  *1  ft 
3  c  g  ft 

3  4  o  <C 
*->  C  .2  ^ 

"|So. 

w£  9-  g  2 
i-2  3  2  O' 

C  *-»  ^  b  *-> 

4)  O  S  3  to 
C  3  g  O  3 
C  Si  if  O  O 


*  t-  b  4 
J  3  4 

5  S-g  g 

^g|3 

,  «  Eh 
jx;  a_. 

5  ®  3  .2 

2  Cj  ^ 

®sl« 

;cgE 

i  i9-4 

►  T3  W 
^  CO  O 

^  c6  V 

>34^ 

3  I  ^  ^ 

E  .13 

>  O  CO  e* 
too-;: 
;  4  S  £ 

!5 

•*^30 
••-'  e  3 

o  E 


snh 
(1  • 

1  4  3- 

■S2I 

S  c« 

*1  4  ,1 

ahS 

0  3  3 
*^0  3 
*■*  3 
•O  .2  *2 

|n  £ 
2£| 
a  “  "1 

•°  c  ea 

•rt  ^  *G 

36# 

2  C  4e 

2  §.b 
to  M  ^ 


E  o'C 
c  "n 

’to  b  5  5 

^  r*  00  3 

4  5'**“ 

5  M  *0  -3 

>?  S  ‘^•b 
be  £  «  S 

3  5  toi 

^“In 

043 

i5|a 

iifi 

®  aa  « 

4  o  g 
w  Di-S  H 


>  -rt  I  ^ 

1  a«.2 
'  3  Sta 

1  ate  3 
e  3  •o 

;.2‘^ " 
I  55  O  n 

1  2  33  3 

1  5  3 

I  E  4  2 
p  x:  H 
lO*'  £S 


0^0 

Zfcvi 

•p  2i2 
b  e 
x:  2  3 


^y'^.Cyyyi 
^  =  •?’3  2? 


^:2>sz|^ 

tSi  jj 

>12  l|i'=3 
^CCSossif  if 


!  3  o’  'O 
13—0 

S  3  to 

>  0 
'  4  .3  0 

a 

'  S  S  3 

3 

>S2 

’  S  2  *2 

’  S  E  iJ 
i  ^  g  « 

'  rt,  .3  to 

|“g 

^h*  3  C 

I  ^  ft 

I  3  3  .2 

I  «  .2  o  . 
I  *->  o  ■ 
I  w  e8  *“» 

I  o  >  a 

5^0 

1  o  O 
;  3  to  o 

o  o  i2 
'  to 


*0  *0  ^  ^ 
0^  a>  X  ^ 

.*->  4->  W  — 

e4  b  2  " 

'0  3  3  — 
-2  a  rj  3 
o  a^  3 
to  3  3  O 
S  to  x;  - 

4  ^  ^  3 
.3^  C'g 

"O  P  3  rt 

3  ^  3  n 


«  oS  g 

'  ft 

•5  2  §  g 

a  >  >H 

3  £  2  5 

r  \  ^  hi 


r 


friday.  May  2,  1952 

VHF  channel  in  preference  to  a  first 
VHF  to  the  city  of  Spartanburg.  It  was 
further  urged  that  the  economic  im¬ 
portance  and  educational  interests  of 
the  city  of  Columbia  justified  the  reten¬ 
tion  of  the  second  VHF  channel  in  Co¬ 
lumbia.  Further,  it  was  urged  that  evi¬ 
dence  adduced  on  behalf  of  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Spartan  Radiocasting  Com¬ 
pany  did  not  include  data  with  respect 
to  the  UHP  services  that  would  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  area  that  would  be  served  by 
the  operation  of  Channel  7  in  Spartan¬ 
burg  and  that  in  fact  between  four  and 
eleven  other  services  would  be  available 
to  the  Grade  B  service  area  of  a  station 
operating  on  Channel  7  in  Spartan- 
bui'g. 

Columbia 

760.  The  Columbia  educational  reser¬ 
vation.  The  JCET  supported  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  Channel  19  at  Columbia  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  At¬ 
tached  to  its  filing  was  a  sworn  statement 
of  Benedict  College  at  Columbiai  express¬ 
ing  a  definite  interest  in  the  channel. 
The  JCET  submitted  sworn  statements  of 
support  from  the  mayor  of  Columbia, 
The  University  of  South  Carolina  at 
Columbia,  and  the  superintendent  of 
schools  in  Columbia.  No  objections  to 
the  proposed  reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions:  Columbia  Educational 
Reservation 

761.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  19  at  Columbia  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Assign¬ 
ment  to  Spartanburg 

762.  We  believe  on  the  basis  of  the  rec¬ 
ord  that  a  VHF  channel  should  be  as¬ 
signed  to  Spartanburg  as  proposed  by 
Spartan  Radiocasting  Company.  We 
have  in  this  report  consistently  followed 
the  policy  that  cities  of  the  size  and 
importance  of  Spartanburg  will  be  as¬ 
signed  a  first  VHF  assignment  before 
another  community  will  be  assigned  a 
second  VHF  assignment.  In  view  of  the 
size  of  the  city  of  Spartanburg  and  the 
extensive  population  living  in  the  sur¬ 
rounding  area  in  Spartanburg  County, 
K  believe  the  record  requires  the  dele¬ 
tion  of  one  of  the  two  Vlff’  assignments 
propo.-^ed  for  Columbia  so  that  Spartan¬ 
burg  may  receive  a  first  VHF  assignment. 
However,  because  of  the  mileage  separa¬ 
tion  of  188  miles  on  Channel  2  between 
University,  Alabama,  and  Atlanta, 
Georgia  (WSB-TV),  the  Commission  is 
unable  to  grant  the  proposal  of  Spartan 
Radiocasting  Company.  Channel  7, 
however,  may  be  assigned  to  Spartan¬ 
burg  by  the  deletion  of  that  channel  from 
Middlesborough,  Kentucky,  a  city  of 
14,500.  We  believe,  on  the  basis  of  the 
tecord,  in  view  of  the  size  and  importance 
of  Spartanburg  and  the  extensive  popu¬ 
lation  surrounding  Spartanburg  that 
Channel  7  should  be  deleted  from  Mid- 
dlesborough,  Kentucky,  in  order  to  make 
P^ible  the  assignment  of  Channel  7  to 
Spartanburg.  We  believe,  however,  in 

of  these  reassignments  that  Chan- 
P®1  67  should  be  assigned  to  Columbia, 
^uth  Carolina;  and  Channel  63  to  Mid- 
aiestorcugh.  Kentucky. 
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763.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted : 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
nol  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Columbia,  S.  C . . 

10 

•19,  25.  67 

Spartanbury,  S.  C _ 

7 

17 

MiUdk'sboruutib,  Ky . 

67, 

CHARLESTON,  CLEMSON,  AND  GREENVILLE, 
SOUTH  CAROLINA 

764.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations; 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
m  l  No. 

UHF  Chan- 
m  l  No. 

2, 5,  *13 

4 

23,  *29 

No  channel  was  assigned  to  Clem.son  in 
the  Third  Notice. 

(b)  Charleston  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  JCET  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  13  in  Charleston  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  Attached 
to  its  filing  were  statements  of  support 
from  the  Medical  College  of  the  State  of 
South  Carolina  and  the  Charleston  pub¬ 
lic  schools  at  Charleston.  The  college 
stated  that  it  has  under  construction  a 
large  teaching  hospital  and  laboratory 
addition,  and  has  provided  in  plans  and 
specifications  for  the  development  of  ed¬ 
ucational  television.  No  objection  was 
made  to  the  proposed  reservation. 

(c)  Clemson  educational  reservation. 
Clerason  Agricultural  College  requested 
that  a  channel  be  assigned  to  Clemson 
and  that  it  be  reserved  for  educational 
use.  Clemson  College  stated  that  it  orig¬ 
inates  remote  live  broadcasts  which  are 
carried  by  Radio  Stations  V7SPA,  Spar¬ 
tanburg,  and  WIS,  Columbia,  and  that 
it  furnishes  a  transcription  service  to  26 
radio  stations.  The  board  of  trustees 
indicated  that  they  are  planning  to  sur¬ 
vey  the  matter  of  costs  of  construction 
and  operation  of  a  television  station,  and 
that  a  television  station  would  be  used  in 
the  agricultural  extension  program  of 
the  college.  Since  Clemson  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  approximately  3,000,  the  col¬ 
lege  stated  that  it  was  unlikely  that  a 
commercial  station  would  be  established 
in  the  community. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Green¬ 
ville  assignments.  Greenville  News- 
Piedmont  Company,  Greenville,  South 
Carolina,  supported  the  Commission’s 
proposed  assignments  for  Greenville.  It 
was  asserted  that  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Commission  meet  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  standards  for  minimum  sepa¬ 
ration  of  co-channel  and  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  stations;  that  the  operation  of  a 
VHF  channel  in  Greenville  would  render 
service  to  a  substantial  population  and 
area ;  that  the  wholesale  and  retail  trade 
sales  each  approximate  one-half  billion 
dollars  and  that  there  are  more  than 
lOO.OCO  employees  within  the  coverage 
area  of  the  station  with  a  payroll  of 
nearly  a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars.  It 


was  asserted  that  the  Importance  of  the 
area  establishes  the  need  for  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  by  the  Commission.  No 
oppositions  to  the  Commission’s  pro¬ 
posed  assignments  for  Greenville  have 
been  filed  in  this  proceeding. 

(e)  The  Greenville  educational  reser¬ 
vation.  Furman  University  at  Green¬ 
ville  and  JCET  supported  the  reservation 
of  Channel  29  in  Greenville  for  use  by  a 
noncommercial  educational  station.  The 
Univei*sity  stated  that  it  was  surveying 
the  costs  of  construction  and  operation. 
The  University  reported  that  it  has  as¬ 
sets  amounting  to  over  5  million  dollars, 
and  in  addition  is  one  of  the  beneficiaries 
in  the  Duke  Endowment  to  the  extent  of 
5  percent  of  the  income  from  a  fund  of 
$40,000,000.  The  JCET  submitted  a 
statement  of  the  School  District  of 
Greenville  County  in  support  of  the  res¬ 
ervation.  No  objection  was  made  to  the 
proposed  reservation. 

Conclusions 


765.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the  fol¬ 
lowing  assignments  and  reservations  are 
adopted: 


City 

VII F  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

rilF  Chan¬ 
nel  .Vo. 

Charleston,  S.  C . 

2, 5,  *13 

Clemson,  8.  C _ ... _ 

•6A 

23,  *29 

Greenville,  S.  C _ 

4 

ATHENS,  ATLANTA,  MACON,  GEORGIA 

766.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Athens,  Ga . . . 

•s 

60 

AtJanta,  Oa . 

2,5.11 

13 

•.30, :« 

•41,47 

(b)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Athens 
has  a  population  of  28,000.  The  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  of  Atlanta  has  a 
population  of  672,000  and  the  city  of 
Atlanta  has  a  population  of  331,000. 
The  standard  metropolitan  area  of 
Macon  has  a  population  of  135,000  and 
the  city  of  Macon  has  a  population  of 
70,000. 

tc)  Existing  stations.  Broadcasting, 
Inc.,  is  licensed  for  the  operation  of  Sta¬ 
tion  WLTV,  Atlanta,  Georgia,  on  Chan¬ 
nel  8.  The  Commission  ordered  Broad¬ 
casting,  Inc.,  formerly  Atlanta  News¬ 
papers,  Inc.,  to  show  cause  why  the  li¬ 
cense  of  WLTV  (formerly  WSB-TV) 
should  not  be  modified  to  specify  opera¬ 
tion  on  Channel  11  in  lieu  of  Channel  8. 
No  opposition  to  the  Order  to  Show 
Cause  was  filed  by  Broadcasting,  Inc. 
The  Fort  Industry  Company  is  licensed 
for  the  operation  of  Station  WAGA-TV, 
Atlanta  on  Channel  5.  Atlanta  News¬ 
papers,  Inc.  has  a  construction  permit 
for  Station  WSB-TV,  Atlanta,  on  Chan¬ 
nel  2  and  is  operating  under  special  au¬ 
thority. 

Athens 

767.  (a)  The  Athens  educational  res¬ 
ervation.  The  University  of  Georgia 
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supported  the  reservation  of  Channel  8 
In  Athens  for  noncommercial  educa* 
tional  use.  The  university  described  its 
experience  in  producing  radio  and  tele¬ 
vision  programs  over  commercial  sta¬ 
tions.  The  university  stated  that  its 
committee  on  television  has  been  consid¬ 
ering  the  problems  presented  by  the 
construction  and  operation  of  an  edu¬ 
cational  television  station  including  such 
matters  as  the  services  to  be  rendered, 
programming  methods,  the  cost  of  in¬ 
stallation  and  annual  operating  costs, 
and  the  administrative  organization.  It 
estimated  that  the  cost  of  constructing  a 
television  station  would  be  between 
$250,000  and  $300,000,  and  that  by  uti- 


(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Radio 
Athens  counterproposals.  In  support  of 
the  request  for  the  reservation  of  a  UHP 
channel  In  lieu  of  a  VHP  channel  in 
Athens  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  Radio  Athens  asserted  that  it  had. 
In  the  operation  of  Station  WRFC,  coop¬ 
erated  with  the  university  in  the  broad¬ 
cast  of  educational  programs;  that  the 
construction  of  an  educational  station 
would  be  delayed  for  a  long  period  of 
time;  and  that  commercial  interests 
would  construct  a  station  immediately  in 
order  to  meet  the  need  for  television 
service, 

(d)  In  support  of  the  counterproposal 
to  add  Channel  11  to  Athens  it  was  ui  ged 
that  the  operation  of  Channel  11  in 
Athens  would  meet  the  Commission’s  re¬ 
quirements  for  minimum  separation  of 
co-channel  and  adjacent  channel  sta¬ 
tions;  that  the  closest  co-channel  sepa¬ 
ration  resulting  from  the  operation  of 
Channel  11  in  Athens  would  be  at  John¬ 
son  City,  Tennessee,  at  a  distance  of  173 
miles ;  that  the  closest  adjacent  channel 
separation  under  the  counterproposal 
would  be  between  Atlanta  on  Channel  7 
and  Athens  on  Channel  8  at  a  distance  of 
60  miles.  It  was  further  urged  that  the 
counterproposal  would  assign  a  second 
channel  to  Huntsville,  Alabama. 

(e)  The  counterproposal  would,  in  ad¬ 
dition,  result  in  a  co-channel  assignment 
separation  of  185  miles  on  Channel  7 
between  Atlanta  and  University,  Ala¬ 
bama,  in  Zone  n. 

(f)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  Radio  Athens  coun¬ 
terproposal.  Oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  were  filed  by  the  fol¬ 
lowing  parties :  Southeastern  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  and  Middle  Georgia  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Macon,  Georgia; 
Spartan  Radiobroadcasting  Company, 
Spartanburg,  South  Carolina;  WEAS, 
Inc.,  Decatur,  Georgia;  Georgia  Institute 
of  Technology,  Atlanta,  Georgia;  Johns¬ 
ton  Broadcasting  Company  and  Voice 
of  Dixie,  Inc.,  Birmingham.  Alabama; 
Broadcasting,  Inc.,  Atlanta,  Georgia  and 
WJKL,  Inc.,  Johnson  City,  Tennessee. 


lizing  staff  personnel  it  could  operate 
with  an  annual  budget  of  $100,000. 

(b)  Counterproposals  of  Radio  Athens, 
Inc.  Radio  Athens,  Inc.,  submitted  two 
alternative  counterproposals  for  the  ad¬ 
ditional  assignment  of  one  commercial 
VHP  channel  to  Athens.  The  first  al¬ 
ternative  counterproposal  requested  the 
reservation  of  UHP  Channel  60  for  non¬ 
commercial  use  in  lieu  of  Channel  8  and 
the  assignment  of  Channel  8  in  Athens 
for  commercial  use.  The  second  alter¬ 
native  proposal  requested  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  Channel  11  in  Athens  by 
making  the  following  changes  in  the 
assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice; 


Atlanta 

768.  (a)  Counterproposals  of  WEAS, 
Inc.,  Decatur.  Georgia  and  Georgia  In¬ 
stitute  of  Technology,  Atlanta,  Georgia. 
WEAS,  Inc.  requested  the  assignment  of 
Channel  8  to  Atlanta  by  the  deletion  of 
that  channel  from  Athens,  where  it  was 
proposed  to  be  reserved  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  In  identical  counterproposals  the 
Georgia  Institute  of  Technology  and 
WEAS,  Inc.,  requested  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  7  to  Atlanta.  The 
addition  of  Channel  7  to  Atlanta  would 
be  accomplished  with  no  other  changes 
in  the  assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice. 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  the 
WEAS  and  Georgia  Institute  of  Technol¬ 
ogy  counterproposal.  In  support  of  its 
counterproposal  to  assign  Channel  8  to 
Atlanta  by  deleting  this  assignment  from 
Athens  WEAS  urged  that  the  Atlanta 
area  was  the  most  important  center  of 
industry  and  population  in  the  entire 
South  and  that  a  nationwide  television 
service  required  at  least  four  commercial 
VHP  stations  in  Atlanta.  It  was  further 
asserted  that  Atlanta  would  be  deprived 
of  service  by  one  of  the  major  networks 
unless  it  was  assigned  four  commercial 
VHP  channels. 

(c)  In  support  of  the  identical  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  Georgia  Institute  and 
WEAS  it  was  urged  that  the  assignment 
of  Channel  7  to  Atlanta  would  not  violate 
any  of  the  Commission’s  standards  for 
minimum  separation  of  co-channel  and 
adjacent  channel  stations;  that  the  near¬ 
est  co-channel  assignment  resulting  from 
its  counterproposal  would  be  at  Univer¬ 
sity,  Alabama,  a  distance  of  185  miles, 
and  the  nearest  adjacent  channel  assign¬ 
ment  would  be  Channel  8  at  Athens, 
Georgia,  at  a  distance  of  60  miles.  It 
was  further  urged  that  the  assignment  of 
Channel  7  to  Atlanta  would  result  in  a 
net  gain  of  VHP  service  to  a  substantial 
area  and  population. 

(d)  Conflicting  counterproposals  to 
the  WEAS  and  Georgia  Institute  of 
Technology  counterproposals.  Conflict¬ 
ing  counterproposals  were  filed  by  the 


following  parties:  Radio  Athens.  Inc., 
Athens,  Georgia;  Southeastern  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  and  Middle  Georgia 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Macon.  Georgia; 
Johnston  Broadcasting  Co.  and  Voice 
of  Dixie,  Inc.,  Birmingham,  Alabama; 
Spartan  Radiocasting  Co.,  Spartanburg, 
South  Carolina;  and  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  of  the  South  and  Intercity  Adver¬ 
tising  Co.,  Charlotte,  North  Carolina. 

(e)  The  Atlanta  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  Atlanta  Board  of  Education 
supported  the  reservation  of  Channel  30 
in  Atlanta  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  The  board  of  education 
stated  that  it  has  been  licensed  to  oper¬ 
ate  a  noncommercial  educational  FM 
station,  WABE-FM  since  1949;  that  the 
facilities  of  this  station  have  been  made 
available  to  6  public  school  systems, 
serving  4,100  classrooms  and  125,000 
students ;  and  that  the  board  has  one  of 
the  finest  film  libraries  which  would  be 
available  for  use  on  television.  It  was 
also  stated  that  various  FM  programs 
produced  by  the  Board  could  be  adopted 
for  television  presentation.  No  objec¬ 
tion  was  filed  to  the  proposed  reservation. 

Macon 

769.  (a)  The  Macon  educational  res¬ 
ervation.  'The  JCET  supported  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  41  in  Macon. 
Georgia,  and  submitted  a  statement  in 
support  of  this  reservation  from  Mercer 
University  at  Macon.  No  objections  to 
the  proposed  reservation  were  filed. 

(b)  Joint  counterproposal  of  South¬ 
eastern  Broadcasting  Company  and  Mid¬ 
dle  Georgia  Broadcasting  Company.  In 
a  joint  counterproposal  Southeastern 
Broadcasting  Company  and  Middle 
Georgia  Broadcasting  Company  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignment  of 
Channel  7  to  Macon.  Georgia.  No  other 
changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  in 
the  Third  Notice  were  requested. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  South¬ 
eastern  Broadcasting  Company  and 
Middle  Georgia  Broadcasting  Company 
counterproposal.  It  was  urged  that  the 
assignment  of  Channel  7  to  Macon  was 
in  accordance  with  the  Commission’s 
standards  for  minimum  separation  of 
co-channel  and  adjacent  channels.  It 
was  stated  that  the  closest  co-channel 
separation  to  Macon  on  Channel  7  would 
be  at  Columbia,  South  Carolina,  at  a 
distance  of  170  miles.  Further  it  was 
urged  that  the  operation  of  Channel  7 
at  Macon  would  result  in  a  net  gain  of 
service  to  a  substantial  area  and  pop¬ 
ulation. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Southeastern  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  and  Middle  Georgia 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Oppositions  and  conflicting  counterpro¬ 
posals  were  filed  by  the  following  parties: 
Radio  Athens,  Inc.,  Athens,  Georgia; 
WEAS,  Inc.,  Decatur,  Georgia;  Georgia 
Institute  of  Technology,  Atlanta,  Geor¬ 
gia;  Spartan  Radiocasting  Company, 
Spartanburg,  South  Carolina;  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  of  the  South  and 
Intercity  Advertising  Company,  Char¬ 
lotte,  North  Carolina ;  and  Marseco 
Broadcasting  Company,  Columbia,  South 
Carolina. 


Third  Notice 

Counterproposal 

city 

V'HF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

31 

mi 
•8.111] 
2.5, 17) 

31 

Athens,  Oa.. . . . . . . ........ 

•8 

fiO 

00 

2,5,11 

•30,30 

•30.36 

Friday,  May  2,  1952 
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Conclusions:  Athens  Educational 
Reservation 

770.  The  request  of  Radio  Athens,  Inc., 
for  the  shift  of  the  educational  reserva¬ 
tion  in  Athens  to  a  UHP  channel  is  based 
on  the  asserted  need  of  that  city  for  the 
assigiunent  of  a  VHP  commercial  chan¬ 
nel.  The  request  of  WEAS,  Inc.,  for  the 
deletion  of  Channel  8  from  Athens  in 
order  to  assign  that  channel  to  Atlanta 
is  based  on  the  asserted  need  of  Atlanta 
for  a  fourth  VHP  channel.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  University  of  Georgia  has  es¬ 
tablished  its  interest  in  constructing  a 
station. to  serve  the  community  and  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  maintenance  of  the  reser¬ 
vation  will  serve  to  aid  the  University 
in  its  plan. 

771.  With  respect  to  the  request  of 
WEAS,  Inc.,  we  find  no  merit  in  the  de¬ 
letion  of  the  only  VHP  channel  from 
Athens  to  provide  a  fourth  VHP  channel 
to  Atlanta.  With  respect  to  both  re¬ 
quests  for  the  deletion  of  the  reservation 
it  is  to  be  noted  that  Athens  has  been 
designated  as  a  "primarily  educational 


Since  the  minimum  separation  of  co¬ 
channel  stations  in  Zone  II  is  190  miles 
these  counterproposals  must  be  denied. 
Accordingly,  the  counterproposals  of 
Radio  Athens,  Inc.,  WEAS,  Inc.,  Georgia 
Institute  of  Technology,  Southeastern 
Breadcasting  Company,  and  Middle 
Georgia  Broadcasting  Company,  are 
denied. 

773.  An  appropriate  authorization  will 
be  issued  to  Broadcasting,  Inc.,  to  specify 
operation  of  WLTV  on  Channel  11. 

Conclusions:  Atlanta  and  Macon  Educa¬ 
tional  Reservations 

774.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
re.'fcrvation  of  Channel  30  in  Atlanta  and 
Channel  41  in  Macon  are  finalized. 


Final  Assignments  ajid  Reservations 

775.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
mi  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

Athpii.c.  Oa _ 

•s 

2,5,11 

flO 

•30,30 

•41,47 

AtLiiita,  (ia _ ......... 

ilai'ju,  Ga _ _ _ .... 

COLUMBUS  AND  SAVANNAH,  GEORGIA; 
EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATIONS 

776.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
to  reserve  the  following  assignments  for 
noncommercial  educational  use: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  N’o. 

mi  No. 

Columbus,  Oa . 

•34 

Kavaiiiuih,  Oa  . 

•9 

center.**  In  the  Third  Notice,  we  stated 
that  we  would  re.serve,  where  possible, 
a  VHP  channel  for  noncommercial  use 
In  primarily  educational  centers.  We 
see  no  basis  in  the  record  for  deviating 
here  from  this  policy.  Accordingly,  the 
counterproposal  of  Radio  Athens,  Inc., 
Is  denied  in  so  far  as  it  requests  the 
reservation  of  a  UHP  channel  in  lieu  of 
a  VHP  channel  in  Athens  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use;  and  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  WEAS,  Inc.,  for  the  dele¬ 
tion  of  Channel  8  from  Athens  is  denied. 
The  reservation  of  VHP  Channel  8  in 
Athens  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Requests  for  Additional 

VHP  Assignments  in  Athens,  Atlanta, 

and  Macon 

772.  The  counterproposals  seeking  the 
additional  assignment  of  a  VHP  channel 
to  Athens,  Atlanta,  and  Macon,  respec¬ 
tively,  would  result  in  the  following  co¬ 
channel  assignment  separations  below 
190  miles  in  Zone  II. 


(b)  Columbus.  The  JCET  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  34  in  Colum¬ 
bus  for  noncommercial  educational  use. 
No  objection  was  made  to  the  reser¬ 
vation. 

(c)  Savannah.  The  JCET  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  9  in  Savan¬ 
nah  for  noncommercial  educational  use. 
No  objection  was  made  to  the  proposed 
reservation. 

Conclusions 

777.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channels  34  and  9  in  Co¬ 
lumbus  and  Savannah,  respectively,  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

DAYTONA  BEACH  AND  TALLAHASSEE,  FLCmiDA 

778.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and  res¬ 
ervation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Com¬ 
mission  proposed  the  following  assign¬ 
ments  and  reservation: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

mi  No.  1 

mi  No. 

Flflyform  Renrh, 

o 

2,  •!! 

21 

(b)  The  foregoing  proposed  assign¬ 
ments  would  result  in  a  separation  of 
214  miles  between  Daytona  Beach  and 
Tallahassee  on  Channel  2  in  Zone  III. 

(c)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Daytona 
Beach  has  a  population  of  30,0C0.  The 
city  of  Tallahassee  has  a  population  of 
27,000. 

(d)  Tallahassee  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  JCET  and  Plorida  State  Uni¬ 
versity  supported  the  reservation  of  VHP 
Channel  11  in  Tallahassee  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use.  The  University 
stated  that  the  reservation  was  neces¬ 


sary  to  provide  it  with  the  time  to  ob¬ 
tain  funds  and  organize  its  resources. 
No  objection  to  the  reservation  was  filed. 

Conclusions:  Deletion  of  Proposed  VHP 
Assignment 

779.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  proposed  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  2  to  Daytona  Boach  and  Tallahassee 
at  a  separation  of  214  miles  in  Zone  III. 
Since  this  separation  in  Zone  III  is  below 
the  minimum  adopted  herein  for  Zone 
III  we  are  required  to  delete  one  of  the 
two  assignments  to  comply  with  the  sep¬ 
aration  requirements.  The  population 
of  Daytona  Beach  is  somewhat  larger 
than  the  population  of  Tallahassee  and 
Channel  2  is  the  only  assignment  pro¬ 
posed  for  Daytona  Beach.  On  the  other 
hand  three  channels  were  proposed  to 
be  assigned  to  Tallahassee.  In  view  of 
the  relative  size  of  these  cities  and  the 
number  of  channels  proposed  to  be  as¬ 
signed  to  these  cities,  we  believe  the 
deletion  of  Channel  2  from  Tallahas¬ 
see  and  the  assignment  of  that  channel 
to  Daytona  Beach  is  warranted.  In  re¬ 
placement  for  Channel  2  in  Tallaha.ssee 
we  are  assigning  UHP  Channel  51. 

Conclusions:  Tallahassee  Educational 
Reservation 

780.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  Channel  1 1  in  Tallahassee 
for  noncommercal  educational  use  is 
finalized. 

Pinal  Assignments  and  Reservation 


781.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VII F  Ch.an- 

UHF  Chan- 

n(  1  \  0. 

nel  No. 

Daytona  Dcarh,  Fla 

2 

Tallahassee,  Fla _ 

•11 

24,  .M 

PENSACOL.A,  FLORIDA;  ALBANY,  GEORGIA;  AND 
JACKSON,  MISSISSIPPI 

782.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and  res¬ 
ervations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Com¬ 
mission  proposed  the  following  assign¬ 
ments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Fensaeola,  Fla _ 

3,10 

10 

1.5,  *21 
25 
•19,25 

AU>any,  Ga _ 

Jackson,  MLss..... _ 

3, 12 

(b)  The  foregoing  proposed  assign¬ 
ments  would  result  in  the  following  .sep¬ 
arations  below  220  miles  in  Zone  III: 


Channel 

Citk‘s 

S«‘i>oration 

3 

FonsacfiLa,  Fl.a.-Jackson,  Miss. 

21S 

10 

IVns:iC<»la,  Kla.-AUmiiy,  <ia _ 

199 

(cf  Census  data.  The  city  of  Pensa¬ 
cola  has  a  population  of  43,000.  The  city 
of  Albany  has  a  population  of  31,000. 
The  standard  metropolitan  area  of  Jack- 
son  has  a  population  of  142,000.  Tlie 
city  of  Jackson  has  a  population  of 
98,000. 


Counterproposal 

Channel 

Cities 

Miles 

R  (lio  Athens,  Ine.  (IT) . . . 

If  11 

173 

185 

185 

\  • 

7 

8.  k"  Hroadcasting  Co.  and  .Middle  Georgia  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Co. 

170 

7  j 
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Pensacola 

783.  The  educational  reservation.  C. 
P.  Mason,  mayor  of  Pensacola,  supported 
the  reservation  of  UHF  Channel  21  in 
Pensacola  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  No  objection  to  the  reserva¬ 
tion  was  filed. 

Jackson 

784.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Lamar 
Life  Insurance  Co.,  Jackson,  Mississippi. 
Lamar  Life  Insurance  Company  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  5  to  Jackson  by  making  the 
following  changes  in  the  assignments 
proposed  in  the  Third  Notice: 


Third  Notice 

Proposed 

changes 

City 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

ruF 

Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Jackson,  Miss _ 

3.12  j 

•19.  25 

3. 151, 
12. 

•19, 25 

Mobile,  Ala . 

5,S 

•42.  48 

8.1101 

•42.  48 

Pensacola,  Fla . 

3,10 

15,  ^21 

3.151 

15,  ^21 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Lamar 
Life  Insurance  Co.  counterproposal.  It 
was  asserted  that  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  5  to  Jackson  would  not 
result  in  the  reduction  of  the  number  of 
VHP  assignments  proposed  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  any  other  city  in  the  Third 
Notice:  and  that  the  lowest  co-channel 
separation  resulting  under  the  counter¬ 
proposal  would  be  Lafayette.  Louisiana, 
on  Channel  5  at  a  distance  of  180  miles. 
The  counterproposal  would,  in  addition, 
result  in  the  following  co-channel  as¬ 
signment  separations  below  220  miles  in 
Zone  III: 


Chan¬ 

nel 

Cities 

M  ileage 

5 

Pensacola,  Fla.-Jackson,  Miss..... 

218 

10 

Mobile,  Ala. -Baton  Rouge,  La.... 

188 

(c)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun~ 
terproposals  to  the  Lamar  Life  Insurance 
Co.  counterproposal.  The  following  par¬ 
ties  filed  oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  to  the  counterproposal 
of  Lamar  Life  Insurance  Co.:  Giddens 
and  Rester,  Mobile,  Alabama;  the  Hous¬ 
ton  Post  Co.,  licensee  of  Station  KPRC- 
TV,  Houston,  Texas;  Voice  of  Longview, 
Longview,  Texas;  and  Deep  South  Broad¬ 
casting  Co.,  Montgomery,  Alabama. 

(d)  The  Jackson  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  JCET  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  UHP  Channel  19  in  Jackson  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  No  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  reservation  was  filed. 

Conclusions:  Deletion  of  Proposed 
Assignment 

785.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  proposed  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  3  to  Pensacola  and  to  Jacksor%  at  a 
separation  of  218  miles;  and  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  10  to  Pensacola,  and 
to  Albany  at  a  separation  of  199  miles. 
Since  these  separations  are  below  the 
minimum  for  Zone  HI  w’e  are  required 
to  delete  one  assignment  of  Channel  3 
and  one  assignment  of  Channel  10  to 
provide  the  requisite  separations. 

786.  With  respect  to  Channel  10  we 
are  presented  with  the  choice  of  delet¬ 


ing  that  channel  from  Pensacola  or  Al¬ 
bany.  The  city  of  Pensacola  with  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  43,000  is  somewhat  larger 
than  the  city  of  Albany.  In  the  Third 
Notice  two  VHP  and  two  UHP  channels 
were  proposed  to  be  assigned  to  Pen¬ 
sacola,  and  only  one  VHP  and  one  UHP 
channel  were  proposed  to  be  assigned  to 
Albany.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  Chan¬ 
nel  10  is  the  only  channel  proposed  for 
Albany  we  believe  that  the  deletion  of 
that  channel  from  Pensacola  and  the 
assignment  to  Albany  is  warranted.  In 
replacement  for  Channel  10  in  Pensa¬ 
cola  we  are  assigning  UHP  Channel  46. 
With  respect  to  Channel  3  we  are  pre¬ 
sented  with  the  choice  of  deleting  that 
channel  from  Pensacola  or  from  Jack- 
son.  The  city  of  Jackson  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  98,000  and  the  standard  metro¬ 
politan  area  has  a  population  of  142,000. 
In  the  Third  Notice  we  proposed  the  as¬ 
signment  of  two  VHP  and  two  UHP 
channels  to  Jackson.  Since  our  decision 
herein  has  deleted  Channel  10  from  Pen¬ 
sacola,  there  remains  assigned  to  that 
city  only  one  VHP  channel.  It  is  our 
view  that  the  deletion  of  the  second 
channel  assigned  to  Jackson  is  to  be 
preferred  to  the  deletion  of  the  only  re¬ 
maining  VHP  channel  assigned  to  Pen¬ 
sacola.  In  replacement  for  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  10  in  Jackson  we  are  assigning  UHP 
Channel  47. 

Conclusions:  Request  for  VHP  Assign¬ 
ment  in  Jackson 

787.  Since  the  counterproposal  of  La¬ 
mar  Life  Insurance  Company  for  the 
assignment  of  Channel  5  to  Jackson 
would  create  a  co-channel  assignment 
separation  of  180  miles  between  Jack- 
son  and  Lafayette,  Louisiana,  on  Chan¬ 
nel  5,  218  miles  between  Pensacola,  Plor- 
ida,  and  Jackson,  Mississippi,  on 
Channel  5,  and  188  miles  between  Mobile, 
Alabama,  and  Baton  Rouge.  Louisiana, 
on  Channel  10,  in  Zone  IH,  the  counter¬ 
proposal  is  denied. 

Conclusions:  Jackson  Educational 
Reservation 

788.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  UHP  Channel  21  in  Pensacola 
and  UHP  Channel  19  in  Jackson  are 
finalized. 

Final  Assigjiments  and  Reservations 


789.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Pensacola,  Fla............ 

3 

15,  *21. 46 
25 

•19,25, 47 

Albany,  (Ja _ .......... 

10 

Jackson,  Miss _ 

12 

AUBURN,  MOBILE,  AND  UNIVERSITY,  ALABAMA; 
EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATIONS 

790.  (&)  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  following  reservations  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Aiihiim,  Ala  _  .  .  _ 1 

•56 

Mobile.  .Ma _ I 

•42 

University,  Ala.—. —.—.I 

•7 

(b)  Auburn.  The  Alabama  Polytech¬ 
nic  Institute  and  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  56  in  Auburn  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  No  ob. 
Jection  was  filed  to  this  proposed  reser¬ 
vation. 

(c)  Mobile.  The  JCET  and  the  Mobile 
public  schools  supported  the  reservation 
of  Channel  42  in  Mobile  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  No  objection  to  the 
proposed  reservation  was  filed. 

(d)  University.  The  University  of 
Alabama  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  7  in  University  for  noncommer- 
ciareducational  use,  and  submitted  let¬ 
ters  in  support  of  the  reservation  of  VHP 
Channel  7  from  the  superintendent,  city 
schools,  Tuscaloosa,  Alabama,  the  super-  ! 
intendent  of-  the  Tuscaloosa  County  I 
schools  and  the  State  superintendent  of 
education.  The  University  of  Alabama 
stated  through  its  president  that  it  has 
had  more  than  20  years  of  experience  in  ' 
educational  radio  broadcasting  and  that 
“It  is  our  sincere  hope  that  we  shall  be 
able  to  begin  operating  our  own  televi¬ 
sion  station  within  a  period  of  2  or  3 
years  following 'the  final  allocation  of 
television  channels.”  No  one  objected  to 
the  proposed  reservation  of  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  7  for  educational  purposes  in  Uni¬ 
versity,  Alabama.** 

Conclusions 


791.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
following  reservations  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  are  finalized : 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Auburn,  Ala....... . 

•56 

Mobile,  Ala _ _ 

•42 

University,  Ala...... . 

•7 

BIRMINGHAM,  MONTGOMERY,  AND 
TUSCALOOSA,  ALABAMA 

792.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Birmingham,  Ala . . 

6,  •lO.  13 
12 

4246 

Mont.gomerv,  Ala  ..  _ 

20,  •28.32 
45,51 

Tiiscaloosii,  Ala  .  .  .  _ 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Birmingham  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  559,000  and  the  city  of  Bir¬ 
mingham  has  a  population  of  326,000. 
The  standard  metropolitan  area  of 


♦*The  Tuscaloosa  Broadcasting  Company. 
Tuscaloosa,  Ala.,  proposed  as  part  of  one  of 
Its  plans  to  add  a  VHF  channel  In  Tuscaloosa 
to  shift  the  VHP  channel  in  University,  Ala., 
from  VHF  Channel  7  to  VHF  Channel  2.  The 
same  shift  for  University,  Ala.,  was  proposed 
by  the  Voice  of  Dixie,  Inc.,  Birmingham,  Ala., 
as  part  of  Its  plan  to  add  VHF  Channel  7  to 
Birmingham.  Neither  company  objected  to 
the  reservation  of  a  VHF  channel  In  Univer¬ 
sity,  Ala.  The  Commission  has.  however,  la 
another  portion  of  this  repKJrt  denied  the 
requests  of  the  Tuscaloosa  Broadcastlrig 
Company.  Tuscaloosa,  Ala.,  and  the  Voice  o( 
Dixie,  Inc.,  Birmingham,  Ala.  Accordinglft 
no  shift  In  the  proposed  VHP  reservation  U 
required. 
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City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chao. 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Meridian.  Miss _ 

11 

30. ‘36 

BILOXI.  STATE  COLLEGE,  AND  UNIVERSITY, 
MISSISSIPPI;  EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATIONS 

805.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  following  reservations  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

•44 

•2 

University,  Miss _ 

•20 

(b)  Biloxi.  The  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  44  at  Biloxi  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  No  ob¬ 
jections  were  filed  to  the  reservation. 

(c)  State  College.  Mississippi  State 
College  and  the  JCET  supported  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  VHP  Channel  2  for  a  non¬ 
commercial  educational  television  sta¬ 
tion  at  State  College,  Mississippi.  It 
was  pointed  out  that  Mississippi  State 
College  is  the  land  grant  institution  of 
the  State  and  as  such  it  anticipated 
using  television  to  bring  programs  of  in¬ 
terest  to  the  farm  population  of  Missis¬ 
sippi.  The  College  also  anticipated  that 
the  television  station  would  serve  as  an 
important  training  ground  for  students. 
Included  with  the  Joint  Committee’s  fil¬ 
ing  was  a  sworn  statement  of  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  State  College  for  Women  supporting 
the  reservation.^*  No  objection  was  filed 
to  the  proposed  reservation. 

(d)  University.  The  University  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi  and  the  Board  of  Trustees  for 
State  Institutions  of  Higher  Learning 
supported  the  reservation  of  UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  20  in  University  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  No  objection  was  filed 
to  the  proposed  reservation. 

Conclusions 

806.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the  fol¬ 
lowing  reservations  for  noncommercial 


educational  use  are  finalized : 

City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chim- 

nel  No. 

nel  No, 

Tliloxi.  Mis.<i . . 

•44 

•2 

University,  Miss . 

•20 

FORT  LAUDERDALE,  GAINESVILLE,  JACKSON¬ 
VILLE,  ORLANDO,  PANAMA  CITY,  WEST 
PALM  BEACH,  FLORIDA 

807.  Proposed  assigjiments  and  reser¬ 
vations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Com- 


« Voice  of  Dixie,  Inc.,  Birmingham,  Ala., 
Tuscaloosa  Broadcasting  Company,  Tusca¬ 
loosa,  Ala.,  Hoyt  B.  Wooten,  doing  business  as 
WREC  Broadcasting  Service  and  WMPS,  Inc., 
Memphis,  Tenn.,  and  Spartan  Radiocasting 
Company,  Spartanburg,  S.  C.,  proposed  to  de¬ 
lete  VHF  Channel  2  from  State  College,  Miss., 
and  substitute  another  VHF  channel  there 
as  part  of  a  plan  to  add  another  VHP  chan¬ 
nel  to  their  respective  cities.  No  such  shift 
Is  required,  however,  since  these  counterpro¬ 
posals  have  been  denied  for  .the  reasons 
stated  elsewhere  in  this  report. 
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Fort  Lauderdale 

808.  (a)  Census  data.  The  city  of 
Fort  Lauderdale  has  a  population  of 
36,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Gore  Publish¬ 
ing  Company.  Gore  Publishing  Com¬ 
pany  requested  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  9  to  Fort  Lauderdale  by  making  the 
following  changes  in  the  assignments 
proposed  in  the  Third  Notice : 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposal 

VHF  Channel 
No, 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel  j 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

11 

112 

l« 

•2,4.7,  (13 

6.  Ill] 

17,23 

17,23 

Miami,  Fla . . . . . . . . . 

•2, 4. 7, 10 
5, 12 

West  Palm  Beach,  Fla . 

•15,  21 

•15,  21 

mission  proposed  the  following  assign¬ 
ments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Fort  Lauderdale,  Fla . 

17,  23 

Gainesville,  Qa _ 

•5 

■  20 

Jacksonville,  Fla _ 

4,  *7,  12 
6,  9 

7 

30,  36 

Orlando,  Fla _ _ 

18,  ^24 
•30,  36 
•15,  21 

Panama  City,  Fla . . 

West  Palm  Be.ach,  Fla _ 

S,  12 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Gore 
Publishing  Company  counterproposal. 
Gore  Publishing  Company  urged  that 
Port  Lauderdale,  with  a  population  of 
37,000  persons  had  increased  by  100  per¬ 
cent  since  1940;  that  during  the  tourist 
season  the  population  of  Port  Lauder¬ 
dale  exceeds  100,000;  that  of  the  248 
cities  in  the  United  States  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  between  25,000  to  50,000  I^rt 
Lauderdale  ranks  19th  in  total  retail 
sales;  that  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commission  were  inadequate  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  Port  Lauderdale 
community;  and  that  the  assignment 
of  a  first  VHP  channel  to  that  commu¬ 
nity  would  result  in  a  fair,  equitable  and 
efficient  distribution  of  the  available 
channels. 

(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Gore  Publishing  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal.  Oppositions  and 
conflicting  counterproposals  to  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  Gore  Publishing  Company 
were  filed  by  Miami  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Isle  of  Dreams  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration,  the  Fort  Industry  Company 
and  WKAT,  Inc. 

(e)  The  Gore  Publishing  Company 
counterproposal  would  result  in  a  co¬ 
channel  separation  of  183  miles  on  Chan¬ 
nel  9  between  Fort  Lauderdale  and  Or¬ 
lando  in  Zone  III. 

Gainesville 

809.  The  educational  reservation. 
The  JCET  supported  the  reservation  of 
VHP  Channel  5  in  Gainesville  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  No  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  reservation  was  filed. 

Jacksonville 

810.  (a)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Jacksonville  has  a 
population  of  304,000.  The  city  of  Jack¬ 
sonville  has  a  population  of  205,000. 


(b)  Existing  Stations.  Florida  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  is  licensed  for  the  op¬ 
eration  of  WMBR-TV,  Jacksonville  on 
Channel  4. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Jacksonville 
Broadcasting  Corporation.  Jacksonville 
Broadcasting  Corporation  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  Channel  10  to 
Jacksonville.  No  other  changes  in  the 
assignments  proposed  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  in  the  Third  Notice  were  requested. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Jackson¬ 
ville  Broadcasting  Corporation  counter¬ 
proposal.  Jacksonville  Broadcasting 
Corporation  urged  that  the  nearest  as¬ 
signments  on  Channel  10  proposed  by 
the  Commission  are  at  Tampa-St.  Peters¬ 
burg,  and  Albany;  that  the  distance 
from  Jacksonville  to  Albany  and  to 
Tampa  is  171  miles,  the  distance  to  St. 
Petersburg  is  186  miles.  It  was  further 
stated  that  the  nearest  adjacent  channel 
assignments  would  be  to  Orlando  on 
Channel  9  at  a  distance  of  124  miles  from 
Jacksonville.  It  was  stated  that  the  op¬ 
eration  of  Channel  10  in  Jacksonville 
would  cause  interference  within  the 
Grade  B  service  of  the  Albany  station 
and  to  the  operation  of  Channel  10  in 
Tampa.  It  was  urged,  however,  that 
two  or  more  services  would  be  provided 
from  the  operation  of  other  stations  to 
the  area  receiving  interference. 

(e)  Opposition  to  the  Jacksonville 
Broadcasting  Corporation  counterpro¬ 
posal.  The  Tribune  Company,  Tampa. 
Florida,  opposed  the  counterproposal  of 
Jacksonville  Broadcasting  Corporation 
urging  that  the  operation  of  Channel 
10  in  Jacksonville  might  preclude  the  use 
of  Channel  10  in  Tampa. 

(f)  Counterproposal  of  City  of  Jack¬ 
sonville,  Jacksonville,  Florida.  The  City 
of  Jacksonville  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  VHP  Channel  2  to  Jack¬ 
sonville  by  making  the  following  changes 
in  the  assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice: 


City 

Third  Notice 

Proposal 

V’HF  Channel 
No, 

1 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

Daytona  Beach,  Fla  _  ,  _  _  _ _ 

2 

4,  *7, 12 
2,^11 

6 

(Ill 

12],  4.  •7.12 
IC).  •!! 
13] 

»,36 

24 

27 

%,36 

24 

27 
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<g)  Statement  in  support  of  city  of 
Jacksonville  counterproposal.  The  city 
of  Jacksonville  urged  that  a  grant  of  its 
counterproposal  would  not  decrease  the 
number  of  channels  proposed  by  the 
Commission  in  the  Third  Notice  and  that 
the  economic  importance  of  the  city  of 
Jacksonville  warranted  the  assignment 
of  a  third  VHP  channel. 

(h)  The  city  of  Jacksonville  counter¬ 
proposal  would  result  in  the  following 
co-channel  assignments  in  Zone  m. 


Channel 

Cities 

Distance 

3 

TbomasviUe.  Oa.-Pcnsacola,  Fla.. 

195 

11 

Daytona  Beach-Tallaha-ssee,  Ha.. 

215 

(i)  Opposition  and  conflicting  counter- 
proposal  to  the  counterproposal  of  city 
of  Jacksonville.  Opposition  to  the 
counterproposal  of  the  city  of  Jackson¬ 
ville  was  filed  by  Central  Florida  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  since  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  was  mutually  exclusive  with  its 
counterproposal  to  assign  VHP  Channel 
2  to  Orlando,  Florida. 

(j)  The  Jacksonville  educational  res¬ 
ervation.  The  Duval  County  Board  of 
Public  Instruction  and  the  JCET  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  Channel  7  in 
Jacksonville  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  pui-poses.  The  Board  stated  that 
the  educational  needs  of  the  county  war¬ 
ranted  the  reservation  of  a  channel ;  and 
that  although  the  board  has  no  present 
plans  to  construct  a  television  station  it 
is  proposed  to  conduct  a  survey  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether,  alone  or  in  cooperation 
with  other  educational  institutions,  it 
could  construct  or  use  a  television 
station. 

( k )  Opposition  to  the  Jacksonville  res¬ 
ervation.  Jacksonville  Broadcasting 
Corporation  opposed  the  reservation  of 
VHP  Channel  7  for  educational  pur¬ 
poses,  and  requested  that  it  be  made 
available  for  commercial  use.  It  con¬ 
tended  that  the  Commission  is  without 
authority  to  reserve  any  channels  for 
noncommercial  educational  stations  ;** 
that  the  reservation  of  VHP  Channel  7 
at  Jacksonville  is  arbitrary  and  capri¬ 
cious  as  no  showing  was  made  in  this 
proceeding  of  any  need  or  interest  in  the 
use  of  any  channel  in  Jacksonville;  that 
the  Jacksonville  Junior  College  is  the 
only  educational  institution  in  the  area 
which  possibly  could  use  the  channel  and 
it  has  as  yet  shown  no  Interest  in  owning 
and  operating  a  television  station. 

Orlando 

811.  fa)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  cf  Orlando  has  a  pop- 
ul<»tion  of  115,000.  The  city  of  Orlando 
has  a  population  of  52,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Central  Flor¬ 
ida  Broadcasting  Company.  Central 
Florida  Broadcasting  Company  requested 
Uie  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  2  to 
Orlando,  Florida,  by  making  the  follow- 


♦'Tbe  contention  that  tlie  Conunission  la 
without  authority  to  reserve  channels  for 
noncommercial  educational  u.«e  was  dlspo'ed 
o'  in  the  Commission’s  decision  of  July  12, 
1951. 


ing  changes  in  the  assignments  proposed 
In  the  Third  Notice: 


j 

S  Third  Notice 

i 

Proposal 

City 

VHF 

UHF 

VHF 

UHF 

Chan- 

Chan- 

Chan- 

Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Daytona  Beach,  Fla. 

2 

[Ill 

1181 

Orlando,  Fla . 

6,9 

18,  *24 

[21, 6, 9 

H,’24 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Central 
Florida  Broadcasting  counterproposal. 
It  was  urged  that  the  counterproposal 
would  result  in  providing  Orlando  with 
an  additional  VHF  channel  and  Daytona 
Beach  with  a  second  channel. 

(d)  The  Central  Florida  counterpro¬ 
posal  would  result  in  the  following  co¬ 
channel  assignments  in  Zone  III. 


Channel 

Cities 

Distance 

11 

Daytona  Beach-Tallahassee,  Fla.. 

215 

11 

Daytona  Beach-Fort  Myers,  Fla.. 

IM 

2 

Orlando-Miami,  Fla . 

2(>4 

(e)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals.  Oppositions  and  conflict¬ 
ing  counterproposals  to  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  Central  Florida  Broadcasting 
Company  were  filed  by  the  following 
parties:  WKAT,  Inc.,  Miami,  Florida ;  the 
New  Journal  Corporation,  Daytona 
Beach,  Florida;  the  Isle  of  Dreams 
Broadcasting  Corporation,  Miami,  Flor¬ 
ida;  the  City  of  Jacksonville,  Jackson¬ 
ville.  Florida. 

(f)  The  Orlando  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  John  B.  Stetson  University,  Dc- 
Land,  Florida,  and  the  JCET  supported 
the  reservation  of  UHF  Channel  24  in 
Orlando,  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  The  University  stated  that  it  is 
equipped  to  train  students  in  the  prep¬ 
aration  and  presentation  of  educational 
and  religious  television  programs  and 
that  it  expects  to  use  television  as  an 
instrument  of  education.  No  opposition 
was  filed  to  the  proposed  reservation. 

Panama  City 

812.  The  educational  reservation.  The 
JCET  supported  the  reservation  of  UHF 


Channel  30  in  Panama  City  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use.  No  objection 
to  the  reservation  was  filed. 

West  Palm  Beach 

813.  The  educational  reservation.  The 
Board  of  Public  Instruction  of  Palm 
Beach  County  supported  the  reservation 
of  UHF  Channel  15  in  West  Palm  Beach 
for  non-commercial  educational  use. 
No  objection  to  the  reservation  was  filed. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservations 

in  Gainesville,  Panama  City,  West 

Palm  Beach,  and  Orlando 

814.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  VHF  Channel  5  in  Gaines¬ 
ville  and  UHF  Channels  30  in  Panama 
City,  15  in  West  Palm  Beach  and  24  in 
Orlando  are  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation  in 
Jacksonville,  Florida 

815.  Educational  institutions  in  Jack¬ 
sonville  supported  the  reservation  of 
VHF  Channel  7  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use.  The  Jacksonville  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  opposed  the  reser¬ 
vation.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the 
educational  reservation  in  Jacksonville 
should  be  maintained.  In  the  Third  No¬ 
tice  we  stated  that  a  VHF  channel  would 
be  reserved  in  all  communities  with  three 
or  more  VHF  channels  where  all  such 
VHF  assignments  were  not  in  operation. 
In  view  of  the  evidence  adduced  by  edu¬ 
cational  institutions  in  Jacksonville  on 
behalf  of  the  reservation  of  Channel  7, 
we  are  of  the  view  that  no  basis  has  been 
established  in  this  record  for  a  deviation 
from  the  policy  announced  in  the  Third 
Notice.  Accordingly,  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  Jacksonville  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration,  in  so  far  as  it  requested  the 
deletion  of  the  reservation  of  Channel  7 
for  noncommercial  educational  use,  is 
denied. 

Conclusions:  Requests  for  Additional 
VHF  Assignments 

816.  The  counterproposals  seeking  the 
additional  assignment  of  a  VHF  channel 
to  Fort  Lauderdale,  Jacksonville,  and 
Orlando  would  result  in  the  following 
co-channel  assignment  separations  be¬ 
low  220  miles  in  Zone  III: 


Counterproposals 

Channel 

Cities 

Sepa- 

nuiun 

9 

Fort  Lauderdale-Orlando....... . . 

1S.3 

10 

Jack  .son  v  i  lie- A  Ibanv . . . 

171 

/  3 

Thomasville,  (ia. -Pensacola . . 

195 

1  ^ 

DaytonaHeach-Tallaha'^.see . . . 

Orl.indo-Miaml . 

215 

]S4 

Central  Florida  Rrn.adc<a.sting  Co..._. , 

1  11 

Daytona  Beach-Tallahassee _ _ _ 

215 

1  11 

Daytona  Beach-Fort  -Myers . 

1S4 

817,  Since  each  of  the  counterpro¬ 
posals  would  result  in  one  or  more  co¬ 
channel  a.ssignment  separations  below 
the  minimum  they  must  be  denied.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  counterproposals  of  Gore 
Publishing  Company,  Jacksonville 
Broadcasting  Company,  City  of  Jackson¬ 
ville  and  Central  Florida  Broadcasting 
Company  are  denied. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Fort  Lauderdale,  Fla . 

17.23 

Gainesville,  Fla _ 

•5 

20 

Jack.sonville,  Fla . . 

4,  *7. 12 

.30.  .3»’. 

Orlando,  Fla . 

6,9 

18.  *24 

I’anama  City,  Fla . 

West  Palm  Beach,  Fla.... 

7 

*30.3*1 

M2 

•1.5.21 

MIAMI  AND  TAMPA-ST.  PETERSBURG, 
FLORIDA;  VALDOSTA,  GEORGIA 


818.  The  following  a.«signments  and 
reservations  are  adopted; 


819.  Proposed  assignments  and  reser¬ 
vations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Com- 
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mission  proposed  the  following  assign- 


ments  and  reservations: 

city 

VHF 

Cbana«l 

No. 

•2, 4, 7, 10 
•3, 8, 10. 13 
8 

820.  The  foregoing  proposed  assign¬ 
ments  would  result  in  the  following  co- 


channel  separations  below  220 
Zone  III: 

miles  in 

Channel 

Cities 

Separation 

H 

Tampa-St.  Pctershiire-Valdosta. 
'rainpa-St.  Petersburg-Miami... 

203 

10 

204 

Miami 


821.  (a)  Census  data.  The  standard 
metropolitan  area  of  Miami  has  a  popu¬ 


lation  of  495,000.  This  city  of  Miami 
has  a  population  of  249,000. 

(b)  Existing  stations.  Southern 
Radio  and  Television  Equipment  Com¬ 
pany  has  a  construction  permit  for 
WTVJ,  Miami,  on  Channel  4,  and  is  oper¬ 
ating  under  special  authority, 

(c)  Counterproposals  of  Miami  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Isle  of  Dreams  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp.,  The  Fort  Industry 
Company,  and  WKAT,  Inc.  Miami 
Broadcasting  Company.  Isle  of  Dreams 
Broadcasting  Corp.,  The  Fort  Industry 
Company  and  WKAT,  Inc.,  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  one  or  more 
VHF  and  UHP  channels  to  the  City  of 
Miami.  Isle  of  Dreams  Broadcasting 
Corp.,  and  Fort  Industry  Company  sub¬ 
mitted  three  alternative  plans  to  ac¬ 
complish  the  additional  assignments 
requested.  Following  are  the  plans  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Miami  parties: 


.Noif  A  blank  space  opposite  a  city  indk-ates  tlial  under  the  plan  ni.  cbanfrc  in  channel  assignments  were  requested 

fur  that  city. 


Oity 


Fort  ^^yers,  Fla _ .... 

Miami,  Fla . . 

West  I’aliii  Beach,  Fla 


Third  Notice 


VHF  Channel 
No. 


11 

•2,4,7,10 

5,12 


UHF  Channe. 
No. 


•U  21 


Miam.  Broadcasting  Co.  pro¬ 
posal 


V'lIF  Channel  UHF  Channel 
No.  1  No. 


12) 

•2,4.19,11,13) 

5.(7 


127,3^ 
•15,  A 


\VK.\T,  Inc.,  propose. 


Daytona  Beach,  Fla. ...... 

Fort  Myers,  Fla _ _ _ 

Melbourne,  Fla _ 

Miami,  Fla . . . 

Orlando,  Fla . 

Tampa-.St.  Petersbunt,  Fla. 
West  Palm  Beach,  Fla . 


11 


•2,  4.  7. 10 
6,0 

•3. 9, 10, 13 
M2 


18,  ^24 

•i^2i' 


18,  ^24 


•15,21 


111) 
112 
1 10 

•2. 4,  7.  [9. 13 
(3.8 

2. 4.  •6,9,13 
5.(11 


City 

1  Third  Notice 

i 

Isle  of  Dreams  alternative  proposals 

Plan  1 

P  an  ■. 

1  Plan  3 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No 

UHF 

Chan¬ 

nel 

No, 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 

Chan¬ 

nel 

No. 

VHF 

Channel 

No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 

Channe. 

No. 

Daytona  Bearh,  Fla. 

2 

11 

4,  *7, 12 
•2. 4,  7, 10 

f,0 

•3, 8, 10, 
13 

5,12 

11 

Ill) 

(5 

4.  ^7,  [13 
•2,4,  16],  7.  (9) 

(21,9 

•3,  (61,8,10, 
(12) 

(11),  (131 

(12) 

(121 

Jacksotivil  e,  Fla.... 

30,36 

30,36 

•2.4,  (9|.inj. 

•2. 4.  7.  (91, 
(13) 

18,  ^24 

18,  ^24 

Tampa-St.  Peters- 

West  Palm  Bcacli, 
Fla . 

•15,'^ 

5.  (7) 

•15,21 

6.  (11) 

•15,21 

•15,21 

Fort  Industry  alternative  proposals 

112] 

(12) 

19 

•15, 21 

(121 
2,  4,  7, 10, 
(13; 

5.(H 

19 

[•29,  *351 

•15,21, 

(271  j 

(311 
1*29.  •351 

•‘"“iat 

Miami  Fla. . 

West  Palm  Beacb, 
Fla . 

•2.  4,  7. 10 

f,12 

2, 4,  7.  (9, 13) 

5,(111 

(•29, 

•35! 

•15,  21 

2.  4.  (51.  7,  [9 
11, 13] 

l-.-l 

(d)  Statements  in  support  of  Miami 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Isle  of  Dreams  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp.,  The  Fort  Industry  and 
WKAT,  Inc.,  counterproposals.  In  sup¬ 
port  of  the  foregoing  Miami  counterpro¬ 
posals  it  was  urged  that  a  fair,  eflfleient, 
and  equitable  distribution  of  facilities 
among  the  several  states  and  communi¬ 
ties  warranted  the  assignment  of  addi¬ 
tional  channels  to  the  Miami  area;  that 


the  City  of  Miami  is  the  second  largest 
city  in  Florida  and  the  Miami  metro¬ 
politan  area  has  the  greatest  population 
of  any  metropolitan  area  in  the  State  of 
Florida;  that  Miami  is  a  well-known  re¬ 
sort  center  whose  population  is  swelled 
by  tourists  and  vacationists  each  year 
and  that  Miami  is  one  of  the  country’s 
playgrounds,  a  center  of  entertainment, 
talent,  showmanship  and  events  of  spe¬ 


cial  Ititerest;  that  Miami  Is  located  in 
the  Southern  Peninsula  and  where  few 
outside  television  services  w’ould  be 
available;  that  Miami  supports  11  AM 
and  6  FM  stations;  that  the  economic 
resources  of  the  area  are  adequate  to 
support  the  operation  of  additional  tele¬ 
vision  stations;  that  there  are  presently 
pending  5  applications  for  commercial 
television  assignments  for  the  city  of 
Miami;  and  that  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Commission  for  Miami,  of 
4  VHF  channels  are  inadequate  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  Miami  area  in  view’  of 
the  proposed  reservation  of  one  VHF 
channel  for  educational  purposes. 

(e)  The  Miami  counterproposals 
W'ould  result  in  the  following  co-channel 
separations  below  220  miles  in  Zone  III: 


Isle  or  DREAMr 

Plan  1: 

Channel  9,  Miami  Orlando...'. . 

Ch.annol  13,  Miami-Tarniw _ 

I’lan  2; 

Channel  9,  Miami-Orlando... _ _ 

Channel  13,  Mianii-Tampa . . . . . 

Plan  3; 

Channel  11,  Daytona  Beach-W’e.st  Palm  Beach.. 

Channels,  Fort  Myers-Oainesville . . 

Channel  6,  Miami-Tamiw . 

Channel  9,  Miami-Orlando . 

Channel  2,  Orlando-Miami _ _ _ 


Mila 

201 

205 

204 

205 

182 

209 

205 

204 

204 


Fort  Industry  Company 

Plan  1. 

Channe.  9,  Miami-Orlando .  204 

Channel  13,  Miarai-Tam pa .  205 

Plan  2: 

Channel  9,  Miami-Orlando .  204 

Channel  13  Miami-Tamia . 205 

Plan  3: 

Channel 9,  Miami-Orlando.. . 1  204 

Channel  13.  Miami-Tampa .  205 

Miami  Hroadca.stini5  Company: 

Chann.'l  9,  Miami-Orlando _  204 

Channel  13,  Miami-Tampa . 205 

WKAT.  Inc.: 

Channel  11,  Daytona  Beach-West  Pa!m  Beach.  182 

Chiinnel  9,  Miami-Tampa . 205 

Channel  13.  Miami-Tampa .  205 

Channel  8,  Orlando-Valdosta .  *198 

Channel  2,  Tampa-Miami . 205 

Channel  4,  Tampa-Miami... .  205 


1  We  have  below  deleted  the  assignmen"  o.'  Channel  i 
ai  V’aldosta. 


(f)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  Miami  counterpro¬ 
posals.  Gore  Publishing  'Company,  Fort 
Lauderdale,  Florida,  filet'  a  mutually  ex¬ 
clusive  counterproposal  seeking  the  ad¬ 
ditional  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  9 
to  Fort  Lauderdale,  and  opposed  the  mu¬ 
tually  exclusive  counterproposal  of  the 
Miami  parties. 

(g)  The  Miami  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  Board  of  Public  Instruction 
of  Dade  County,  Florida,  and  University 
of  Miami  supported  the  reservation  of 
VHF  Channel  2  in  Miami  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use.  The  Board  of 
Public  Instruction  of  Dade  County, 
Florida,  submitted  statements  in  support 
of  the  reservation  from  numerous  or¬ 
ganizations  and  individuals,  including 
the  mayor  of  the  city  of  Miami,  the 
mayor  of  Miami  Shores  Village,  The 
Greater  Miami  Council  of  Churches,  cer¬ 
tain  members  of  the  Board  of  County 
Commissioners,  Miami,  Florida,  State 
Congressman  Dante  B.  Fascell,  and  the 
Classroom  Teachers’  Association  of  Dade 
County,  The  Board  of  Public  Instruction 
stated  that  noncommercial  educational 
broadcasting  facilities  w’ere  necessary  to 
meet  the  educational  needs  of  the  Dade 
County  area  and  that  the  superintend¬ 
ent  of  schools  was  directed  to  include  in 
the  education  budget  for  the  scholastic 
years  1951-52  sufiBcient  funds  to  finance 
the  television  station.  The  Board  as- 
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serted  that  Dade  County  has  an  arlhual 
budget  of  approximately  $30  million  and 
is  therefore  able  to  constnict  and  op¬ 
erate  a  television  station.  The  Board 
pi*esently  operates  educational  radio  Sta¬ 
tion  wraS-FM,  and  the  Boai-d  asserted 
that  it  spent  approximately  $60,000  in 
the  operation  of  that  station  to  provide 
a  modern  educational  radio  service  to 
Dade  County.  The  Boaixi  also  stated 
that  it  propo.'es  to  utilize  the  television 
station  to  present  a  wide  range  of  edu¬ 
cational  programs  to  ser^’e  the  schools 
and  the  general  public,  in  cooperation 
with  other  educational  institutions. 

<h)  Opposition  to  the  Miami  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  Port  Indu.stry  Company 
opposed  the  reser\’atlon  of  VHP  Channel 
2  in  Miami  and  proposed  the  resei*vation 
of  both  UHP  Channels  29  and  35  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  in  lieu 
of  VHP  Channel  2.  The  Fort  Industry 
Company  stated  the  reservation  would 
t3nd  to  impair  freedom  of  competition 
by  limiting  the  number  of  commercial 
stations  with  .substantially  equal  facili¬ 
ties,  and  that  the  reservation  would  pro¬ 
long  the  length  of  time  the  public  would 
have  to  wait  for  the  inception  of  a  sec¬ 
ond  commercial  .service  .since  the  scar¬ 
city  of  commercial  channels  thus  cre¬ 
ated  might  well  result  in  protracted 
hearings.  The  Fort  Industry  Company 
claimed  the  most  that  would  be  expected 
of  an, educational  television  station  was 
a  service  designed  primarily  to  train 
students  in  television  techniques,  .sup¬ 
plemented  by  perhaps  a  few  hours  weekly 
of  regular  educational  programs.  The 
Fort  Industry  Company  contended  a 
commercial  UHF'  station  would  be  at  a 
competitive  disadvantage  in  the  Miami 
market  since  a  substantial  number  of 
VHP  sets  were  in  the  hands  of  the 
public." 

Tampa-St.  Petersburg 

822.  (a)  Census  data.  The  Tampa- 
St.  Petersburg  standard  metropolitan 
araa  has  a  population  of  409,000.  The 
city  of  Tampa  has  a  population  of  125,- 
000.  The  city  of  St.  Petersburg  has  a 
population  of  97,000. 

“The  Fort  Industry  Company  proposal 
that  the  Commis.slon  adopt  a  rule  providing 
for  a  6-month  review  of  steps  taken  by  edu¬ 
cational  Institutions  to  utilize  the  reserved 
channels  has  been  considered  in  another 
portion  of  this  report. 

“  Tlie  Port  Industry  Company  filed  a  Mo¬ 
tion  to  Strike  those  portions  of  the  brief  of 
The  Board  of  Public  Instruction  which  It 
Is  alleged  introduce  new  evidentiary  matter 
and  raise  new  contentions  In  contravention 
of  the  Commission’s  Order  of  Hearing  Pro¬ 
cedure  at  such  a  time  in  the  proceedings 
as  to  deny  other  interested  parties  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  reply.  A  response  to  this 
Motion  was  filed  by  the  Board  of  Public  In¬ 
struction  of  Dade  County  in  which  it  con¬ 
tends  that  the  material  objected  to  is  entirely 
appropriate  for  fair  comment  and  argu¬ 
mentation  in  a  legal  brief.  The  Motion  to 
Strike  is  Granted  since  the  material  ob¬ 
jected  to  is  clearly  raised  for  the  first  time, 
not  supported  by  sworn  written  testitnony 
aud  not  in  accordance  with  pars.  5  (b)  or  5 
(c)  of  the  Commission’s  Order  of  Hearing 
Procedure.  In  view  of  the  action  herein 
taken  It  is  unnecessary  to  rule  upon  the 
alternative  request  of  The  Port  Industry 
Company  for  other  appropriate  n  lief. 


(b)  Tampa-St.  Petersburg  educational 
reservation.  The  Public  School  System 
of  Hillsborough  County,  the  Pinellas 
County  School  System,  Pinellas  Broad¬ 
casting  Co.,  and  the  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  VHF  Channel  3  in  Tampa- 
St.  Petersburg  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  The  Public  School  System 
stated  it  would  act  in  cooperation  with 
the  School  System  of  Pinellas  County  and 
possibly  other  educational  institutions  to 
bring  noncommercial  educational  televi¬ 
sion  to  the  area;  that  several  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  School  system  now  develop 
and  produce  radio  programs  and  that  an 
educational  television  station  would 
render  a  type  of  service  which  could  not 
be  expected  from  commercial  television. 
The  Pinellas  County  School  System 
stated  that  the  reservation  was  indis¬ 
pensable  to  the  establishment  of  an  edu¬ 
cational  television  station.  Pinellas 
Broadcasting  Company  stated  that  edu¬ 
cational  television  was  a  new  field,  and 
that  it  would  require  time  for  the  formu¬ 
lation  of  practical  and  detailed  plans  for 
the  utilization  of  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  purposes  in  St.  Petersburg-Tampa 
area;  that  such  an  educational  station 
could  be  financed  by  the  boards  of  edu¬ 
cation  of  five  surrounding  counties,  the 
University  of  Tampa,  the  General  Exten¬ 
sion  Divi-sion  of  the  University  of  Florida 
and  the  St.  Petersburg  Junior  College. 

(c)  Opposition  to  the  Tampa-St. 
Petersburg  reservation.  The  Tampa 
Times  Company  and  The  Tribune  Com¬ 
pany  opposed  the  re.sei*vation  of  VHP 
Channel  3  in  Tampa-St.  Petersburg  and 
proposed  that  it  be  made  available  for 
commercial  use.  The  Tampa  Times 
stated  there  was  a  public  need  for  the 
commercial  use  of  Chaimel  3  as  evi¬ 
denced  by  the  filing  of  five  applications 
for  television  stations  in  the  Tampa-St. 
Petersburg  market;  that  there  was  a 
definite  probability  that  educational  or¬ 
ganizations  would  not  apply  for  a  non¬ 
commercial  educational  television  sta¬ 
tion  becau.se  of  a  lack  of  funds;  and  that 
a  channel  in  the  782-890  me  band  could 
be  assigned  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  purposes  if  and  when  a  need 
should  arise.  The  Tribune  Company  op¬ 
posed  the  reservation  of  noncommercial 
educational  channels  on  the  grounds 
that  it  was  illegal  under  Sections  307, 
309  and  326  of  the  Communications  Act, 
and  on  the  further  ground  that  reserva¬ 
tion  was  unwise.^'* 

Valdosta,  Georgia 

823.  Census  data.  The  city  of  Val¬ 
dosta  has  a  population  of  20,000. 

Conclusions :  Deletion  of  Proposed 
Assignments 

824.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Com¬ 
mission  proposed  the  a.ssignment  of 
Channel  10  to  Tampa-St.  Petersburg  and 
to  Miami  at  a  separation  of  204  miles, 
and  the  assignment  of  Channel  8  to 
Tampa-St.  Petersburg  and  to  Valdosta 
at  a  separation  of  203  miles.  Since  these 
separations  in  Zone  III  are  below  the 
minimum  for  this  area  we  are  required 
to  delete  one  assignment  of  Channel  10 
and  one  assignment  of  Channel  8  to 
comply  with  the  requisite  separations. 

“’The  Commission’s  decision  of  July  13, 
1051,  disposed  of  this  contention. 


825.  With  respect  to  Channel  10  we 
are  presented  with  a  choice  of  deleting 
that  channel  from  Tampa-St.  Peters¬ 
burg  or  from  Miami.  In  the  Third  No¬ 
tice  the  Commission  proposed  the 
assignment  of  four  VHF  channels  to 
Miami  and  four  VHP  channels  to 
Tampa-St.  Petersburg.  In  both  com¬ 
munities  one  VHP  channel  was  proposed 
to  be  reserved  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use.  The  city  of  Miami  has  a 
population  of  247,090  and  the  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  has  a  population  of  495,000. 
The  city  of  Tampa  has  a  population  of 
125,000,  the  city  of  St.  Pctersbiirg  has 
a  population  of  97,000  and  the  m'^tro- 
politan  area  has  a  population  of  4C9  000 
It  is  our  view  ba.sed  on  the  record  in 
this  proceeding  and  relative  .sire  of  these 
communities  that  the  deletion  of  Chan¬ 
nel  10  from  Tampa-St.  Petersburg  and 
the  assignment  of  that  channel  to  Miami 
is  warranted.  In  replacement  for  Chan¬ 
nel  10  in  Tampa-St.  Petersburg  we  are 
assigning  Channel  38  to  that  community. 

826.  With  respect  to  Channel  8  we 
are  presented  a  choice  of  deleting  that 
channel  from  Tampa-St.  Petersburg  or 
from  Valdosta.  The  city  of  Valdosta  has 
a  population  of  about  20.0C0.  In  view 
of  the  great  disparity  in  the  size  of  these 
communities  we  believe  the  deletion  of 
Channel  8  from  Valdosta  and  the  as¬ 
signment  of  that  channel  to  Tampa-Gt. 
Petei-sburg  is  warranted.  In  replace¬ 
ment  for  Channel  8  in  Valdosta  we  are 
assigning  UHF  Channel  37  to  that  com¬ 
munity. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF 
Assignment  in  Miami 

827.  As  indicated  above  each  of  the 
counterproposals  submitted  by  the  Miami 
parties  for  the  additional  assignment  of 
one  or  more  VtIF  channels  to  that  com¬ 
munity  would  result  in  assignment  sep¬ 
arations  below  the  minimum  of  220  mile.s 
in  Zone  III.  Accoidingly,  the  counter¬ 
proposals  of  Isle  of  Dreams,  Fort  Indus¬ 
try,  Miami  Broadcasting  Company  and 
WKAT,  Inc  ,  are  denied  in  so  far  as  these 
ccunterpropo.sals  request  the  additional 
assignment  of  one  or  more  VHF  chan¬ 
nels  to  Miami. 

Conclusions:  Miami  and  Tampa-St. 

Petersburg  Educational  Reservations 

828.  Educational  institutions  in  Miami 
supported  the  reservation  of  VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  2  and  educational  institutions  in 
Tampa-St.  Petersburg  supported  the 
re.seiwation  of  VHP  Channel  3  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  in  their 
respective  communities.  The  Fort  In¬ 
dustry  in  Miami,  The  Tampa  Times 
Company  and  The  Tribune  Company  in 
Tampa-St.  Petersburg  opposed  the  reser¬ 
vations  in  their  communities  and  re¬ 
quested  the  substitution  of  UHF  channels 
for  educational  use. 

829.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  edu¬ 
cational  reservation  in  Miami  and 
Tampa-St.  Petersburg  should  not  be 
shifted  to  the  UHF.  In  the  Third  Notice 
we  stated  that  a  VHF  channel  would  be 
reserved  in  all  communitie.;  with  three 
or  more  VHF  channels  where  all  such 
VHP  assignments  were  not  in  operation. 
In  view  of  the  evidence  adduced  by  edu¬ 
cational  institutions  in  Miami  and 
Tampa-St.  Petersburg  on  behalf  of  the 
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reservation  of  the  VHP  channel  we  are 
of  the  view  that  no  basis  has  been  estab¬ 
lished  in  this  record  for  a  deviation  from 
the  policy  annohnced  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice.  Accordingly,  the  counterproposal 
of  Fort  Industry,  The  Tampa  Times 
Company  and  The  Tribune  Company  in 
so  far  as  they  requested  the  substitution 
of  UHP  channels  for  the  VHP  channels 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  in  Miami  and  Tampa-St.  Petersburg 
are  denied. 

Conclusions:  Additional  UHF  Assign- 
ments  in  Miami 

830.  Miami  Broadcasting  Company 
requested  the  additional  assignment  of 
UHP  Channels  27  and  33  to  Miami.  It 
is  our  view  that  the  record  supports  the 
assignment  of  these  channels  to  Miami. 
Accordingly,  a  counterproposal  of  Miami 
Broadcasting  Company  is  granted  in  so 
far  as  it  requests  the  additional  assign¬ 
ment  of  UHF  Channels  27  and  33  to 
Miami. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 

831.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo, 

UHF  Chaa- 
nel  Xo. 

Tami»-St.  Petersburg, 
FIa . 

•3. 8, 1.3 

.38 

•2, 4,  7, 10 

27. :« 

37 

BATON  ROUGE,  HOUMA,  LAKE  CHARLES,  NEW 
ORLEANS.  AND  SHREVEPORT,  LOUISIANA 

832.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commi.ssion  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

UHF  riian- 
nel  Xo. 

Raton  Rouge,  La. . 

10 

2S,  *34.  40 

:to 

7 

•10,  2.'. 

•2,  4.  fi,  7 
3,  12 

20,  20,  32 

The  foregoing  proposed  assignments 
would  re.sult  in  the  following  co-channel 
assignment  separation  below  220  miles 
in  Zone  III: 


'lianncl 

Cities 

Mileage 

7 

ISO 

(b)  Census  data.  The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Baton  Rcuge  has  a 
population  of  158,C00,  and  the  city  of 
Baton  Rouge  has  a  population  of  126,000. 
The  population  of  the  city  of  Houma  is 
1'’.000.  The  --tandard  metropolitan  area 
of  New  Orleans  has  a  population  of 
685,000  and  the  cit^  of  New  Orleans  has 
a  population  of  570,000,  The  city  of 
Lake  Charles  has  a  population  of  41,000. 
The  standard  metropolitan  area  of 
Shreveport  has  a  population  of  177,000 
and  the  city  of  Shi  :veport  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  127,000, 

(c)  Existing  station.  WDSU  Broad- 
ca.sting  Co’-poration  is  licensed  for  the 
opera  tk  of  Station  WDSU-TV  on 
Channe’  6  in  New  Orleans. 


Baton  Rouge 

833.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Baton 
Rouge  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc. 
Baton  Rouge  Broadcasting  Company  re- 


(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Baton 
Rouge  counterproposal.  Baton  Rouge 
Broadcasting  Company  urged  that  Baton 
Rouge  is  the  third  largest  city  and  the 
capital  of  the  State  of  Louisiana;  that 
the  population  of  Baton  Rouge  had  in¬ 
creased  by  262  percent  between  1940  and 
1950;  that  the  city  of  Shreveport  with 
approximately  the  same  population  as 
Baton  Rouge  and  the  city  of  Alexandria 
with  approximately  one-fourth  the  pop¬ 
ulation  of  Baton  Rouge  were  each  as¬ 
signed  two  VHP  channels.  It  was  urged 
that  the  size  and  economic  importance  of 
Baton  Rouge  warrant  the  assignment  of 
two  VHP  channels  to  that  community. 
It  was  further  urged  that  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  2  would  be  in  con¬ 
formance  with  the  Commission’s  stand¬ 
ards  for  minimum  separation  of  co¬ 
channel  and  adjacent  channel  stations. 
It  was  pointed  out  that  under  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  the  closest  resultant  co¬ 
channel  separation  would  be  between 
New  Orleans  and  Meridian,  Mississippi 
on  Channel  9  at  a  distance  of  185  miles; 
and  between  Alexandria.  Louisiana,  and 
Hattiesburg.  Mississippi,  on  Channel  11 
at  a  distance  of  187  miles."  It  was  as¬ 
serted  that  the  operation  of  Channel  2 
in  Baton  Rouge  would  afford  a  total  gain 
of  VHP  service  to  a  substantial  area  and 
population.  The  counterproposal  would 
in  addition  result  in  a  co-channel  as¬ 
signment  separation  on  Channel  9  be¬ 
tween  Meridian,  Mississippi,  and  Dothan, 
Alabama,  of  210  miles. 

(c)  Conflicting  counterproposal  to  the 
Baton  Rouge  Broadcasting  Company 
counterproposal.  A  conflicting  counter¬ 
proposal  was  filed  by  Loyola  University 
of  the  South,  New  Orleans. 

(d)  The  Baton  Rouge  educational 
reservation.  Louisiana  State  University 
and  Agricultural  and  Mechanical  College 
at  Baton  Rouge,  Louisiana,  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  34  at  Baton 
Rouge  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  stating  that  advanced  students  in 
the  College  of  Engineering  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Physics  will  be  available  to 
assist  in  the  technical  aspects  of  televi¬ 
sion.  The  University  stated  that  it  is 
presently  negotiating  a  one-year  interim 
contract  with  local  commercial  television 
stations  for  the  production  of  educa¬ 
tional  television  programs  pending  the 
time  it  can  put  into  operation  a  non¬ 
commercial  educational  television  sta- 


•*  In  view  of  the  action  taken  elsewhere  In 
this  Report  this  assignment  separation  In 
violation  of  the  minimum  would  be  re¬ 
moved. 


quested  the  additional  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  2  to  Baton  Rouge  by  mak¬ 
ing  the  following  changes  in  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  by  the  Commission  in 
the  Third  Notice  • 


tion.  No  objections  were  filed  to  the 
proposed  reservation. 

Houma 

834.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Charles 
Wilbur  Lamar,  Jr.  Charles  Wilbur 
Lamar,  Jr„  requested  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  of  VHP  Channel  12  to  Houma, 
without  any  other  changes  in  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Lamar 
counterproposal.  Lamar  urged  that  the 
assignment  of  Channel  12  to  Houma 
would  comply  with  the  Commission’s 
minimum  standards  for  co-channel  and 
adjacent  channel  separation.  It  was 
pointed  out  that  the  nearest  assignments 
on  Channel  12  proposed  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  are  at  Jackson,  Mississippi,  and 
Shreveport.  Louisiana,  which  are  190 
and  270  miles,  respectively,  from  Houma. 
Adjacent  channel  assignments  proposed 
by  the  Commission  which  are  nearest  to 
Houma  are  at  Biloxi,  Mississippi,  and 
Alexandria.  Louisiana,  at  distances  of 
122  and  165  miles,  respectively,  from 
Houma.  It  w^as  urged  that  the  operation 
of  Channel  12  in  Houma  w’ould  render 
service  to  a  substantial  area  and  popu¬ 
lation. 

(c)  Conflicting  counterproposal  to 
Charles  W.  Lamar,  Jr.,  counterproposal. 
A  conflicting  counterproposal  was  filed 
by  Loyola  University  of  the  South,  New 
Orleans. 

Hew  Orleans 

835.  fa)  Counterproposal  of  Loyola 
University  of  the  South.  Loyola  Uni¬ 
versity  requested  the  additional  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  Channel  11  to  New’  Orleans, 
without  any  other  changes  in  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

fb)  Statement  in  support  of  Loyola 
University  counterproposal.  Loyola' 
University  urged  that  VHP  Channel  11 
could  be  assigned  to  New  Orleans  with¬ 
out  reducing  the  number  of  channels 
pr  iposed  by  the  Commission  for  assign¬ 
ments  to  any  other  city,  or  without 
changing  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  C  mmission  for  any  other  city.  It 
was  urged  that  the  UHP  assignments 
proposed  by  the  Commission  for  New 
Orleans  were  inadequate  to  serve  the 
needs  c  that  area  since  a  considerable 
period  of  time  would  elapse  before  con¬ 
verters  or  new  receivers  capable  of  uti¬ 
lizing  ultra  high-frequency  signals  could 
be  distributed  in  the  area.  It  was  urged 
that  this  circumstance  w’ould  prolong 
for  an  indefinite  period  the  .'.isting  tele¬ 
vision  monopoly  in  the  New  Orleans 
area. 


City 

Third  Xotice 

1‘roposal 

V’’nF  Channel 
No, 

UIIF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

Baton  Rouge,  La . . . . . 

10 

•2, 4,  6.  7 

9 

11 

28.  ••34.  40 
20.  2*),  32 
17 

30.  *30 

121.  10 
4. 6,  7,  [*9] 
1"! 
i«i 

28.  *31. 40 
20.  2t;,  32 
17 

30.  •;«> 

New  Orleans,  La...... . . . . . . 

Hattiesburg,  Miss...... . . . . . . . 

Meridian,  Miss _ _ _ _ _ 

4024 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


(c)  The  Loyola  ccunterproposal  would 
result  in  the  following  co-channel  sepa¬ 
rations  in  Zone  m: 


CbaxiiM;! 

CiUes 

Mileage 

11 

New  Orleans-.Alexandria' . . 

170 

11  1 

New  Orleuav-Meridian,  Miss - 

1S5 

>  lu  vk-w  of  our  aclion  elsewhere  in  this  Report  this 
co-eiiuiiiK'l  assignmenl  seiturution  w  ould  no  longer  exist. 


(d)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  count¬ 
erproposals  to  Loyola  University  counter¬ 
proposal.  Opposition  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  were  filed  by  the  fol¬ 
lowing  parties:  Charles  W.  Lamar,  Jr., 
Houma;  Baton  Rouge  Broadcasting 
Company,  Baton  Rouge;  The  Houston 
Post  Company,  Houston;  and  Deep  South 
Broadcasting  Company,  Montgomery. 

(e)  The  New  Orleans  educational  res¬ 
ervation.  Tulane  University  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  2  at  New  Or¬ 
leans  for  noncommercial  educational  use, 
stating  that  it  hoped  the  Commission 
would  maintain  the  reservation  until 
such  time  as  the  educational  groups  in 
the  area  could  complete  their  studies  on 
educational  television. 

(f )  Opposition  of  Loyola  University  to 
New  Orleans  educational  reservation. 
Loyola  University  contended  that  the 
Commission’s  proposed  reservation  of 
VHP  Channel  2  at  New  Orleans  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use,  and  the  at¬ 
tendant  withdrawal  of  that  channel  from 
use  for  general  broadcasting  purposes, 
was  beyond  the  power  and  discretion  of 
the  Commission.  This  contention  that 
the  Commission  is  without  legal  power 
to  reserve  channels  in  the  Table  of  As¬ 
signments  for  use  by  noncommercial 
educational  stations  has  been  disposed 
of  in  the  Commission’s  Opinion  of  July 
12,  1951. 

Lake  Charles 

836.  (a>  Support  of  proposed  assign¬ 
ments.  Calcasieu  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  filed  a  sworn  statement  supporting 
the  assignments  proposed  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  Lake  Charles.  It  was  stated 
that  the  assignment  of  a  total  of  three 
channels  to  Lake  Charles,  with  one  chan¬ 
nel  reserved  for  educational  use,  appears 
to  be  an  equitable  assignment  of  the 
available  channels  to  that  city. 

<b>  Educational  reservation.  The 
JCET  supported  the  reservation  of  Chan¬ 
nel  19  at  Lake  Charles  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  Various  other  civic 
and  educational  leaders  of  Lake  Charles 
also  supported  the  reservation.  No  ob¬ 
jections  were  made  to  the  reseiwation. 

Shreveport 

837.  Support  of  proposed  assignments. 
International  Broadcasting  Corporation, 
Shreveport.  Louisiana,  filed  a  statement 
supporting  the  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commission  for  Shreveport.  No  op¬ 
positions  have  been  filed  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  assignments  for  Shreveport 


Conclusions:  Baton  Rouge  and  New 
Orleans  Educational  Reservations 

838.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
reservations  of  Channel  34  at  Baton 
Rouge  and  Channel  2  at  New  Orleans, 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  are 
finalized. 


Conclusions:  Request  for  Additional  VHP 
Assignment  in  Baton  Rouge,  Houma, 
and  New  Orleans 

839.  'The  counterproposals  seeking  the 
additional  assignment  of  a  VHP  channel 
in  those  cities  would  result  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  co-channel  assignment  separations 
below  220  miles  in  Zone  HI; 


Proposal 

Channel 

Cities 

M  ileafre 

Meridian,  Miss.-Dothan,  Ala _ _ 

210 

1  » 

Now  Orleans,  La. -Meridian,  Miss.. . 

IS.*; 

Charles  W'.  Lamar............................ 

12 

1<*> 

Loyola  University......... _ ..... _ _ _ _ 

11 

New  Orleans,  La. -Meridian,  Mi.ss.  _ 

1S5 

Accordingly,  the  counterproposals'  of 
Baton  Rouge  Broadcasting  Company, 
Charles  W.  Lamar,  Jr.,  and  Loyola  Uni¬ 
versity  of  the  South  are  denied. 

Conclusions:  Deletion  of  Proposed 
Assignment 

840.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  proposed  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  7  to  Lake  Charles  and  New  Orleans 
at  a  separation  of  189  miles.  Since  this 
separation  is  below  the  minimum  of  220 
miles  for  Zone  IH  we  are  required  to 
delete  one  assignment  of  Channel  7  to 
comply  with  the  requisite  minimum  sep¬ 
aration. 

841.  The  city  of  Lake  Charles  has  a 
population  of  41,000  and  the  city  of  New 
Orleans  has  a  population  of  570,000.  In 
the  Third  Notice*  only  one  VHP  channel 
was  proposed  for  Lake  Charles  while 
four  VHP  channels  were  proposed  for 
New  Orleans.  We  believe  on  the  basis 
of  the  record  that  the  deletion  of  Chan¬ 
nel  7  from  New  Orleans  and  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  that  channel  to  Lake  Charles 
is  warranted.  In  replacement  of  Chan¬ 
nel  7  at  New  Orleans  we  are  assigning 
UHP  Channel  61. 


Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 

842.  'The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VII F  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan, 
nel  No. 

10 

2fs,*3l,40 

:to 

*19,25 
20.  26, 32, 61 

•2, 4.  f. 
3, 12 

ALEXANDRIA  AND  LAFAYETTE,  LOUISIANA 
BILOXI,  MISSISSIPPI 

843.  ta)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservations: 


City 

VnF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Alexandria.  I.a _ 

11, 13 

5 

13 

11 

2,  *8, 13 

88 
*«,  50 
£6, 41,  *47 
23,29 

Biloxi,  Mis.<< _ 

OnJvestnn,  Tex  .  _  .. 

IloiLctan,  Tex. .  _ _  . 

(b)  The  foregoing  proposed  assign¬ 
ments  would  result  in  the  following  co¬ 


channel  assignment  separations  below 
220  miles  in  Zone  III. 


Channel 

Cities 

M  ileape 

11 

Oalveston,  Tex. -Alexandria,  La... 

197 

13 

!  Ilou.«ton,  Tex.-Ak>\andria,  La _ 

2ld 

13 

Alexandria,  La. -Biloxi,  La . 

217 

(c)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Alex¬ 
andria  has  a  population  of  35,000.  The 
city  of  Lafayette  -has  a  population  of 
34.000.  The  city  of  Biloxi  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  37,000.  The  standard  metro¬ 
politan  area  .of  Galveston  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  113,000  and  the  city  of  Galveston 
has  a  population  of  67,000.  The  stand¬ 
ard  metropolitan  area  of  Houston  has 
a  population  of  807,000  and  the  city  of 
Houston  has  a  population  of  596,000. 

Conclusions:  Deletion  of  Proposed  VHP 
Assignments 

844.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  proposed  the  as.signment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  13  to  Alexandria  and  Houston  at  a 
separation  of  204  miles  and  to  Alexan¬ 
dria  and  Biloxi  at  a  separation  of  217 
miles  in  Zone  III.  Since  these  separa¬ 
tions  in  Zone  III  are  below  the  minimum 
for  the  area  we  are  required  to  delete 
one  or  two  assignments  on  Channel  13 
to  comply  with  the  requisite  separation. 
The  population  of  both  Houston  and 
Biloxi  is  greater  than  that  of  Alexandria. 
Two  VHP  channels  were  proposed  for 
Alexandria,  one  for  Biloxi  and  three  for 
Houston.  In  order  to  remove  the  sub¬ 
standard  separation  on  Channel  13  we 
are  fac^d  with  the  choice  of  deleting  this 
channel  from  Alexandria  or  from  both 
Houston  and  Biloxi.  In  view  of  the  fore¬ 
going,  we  believe  the  deletion  of  Chan¬ 
nel  13  from  Alexandria  is  warranted.  In 
replacement  for  Channel  13  in  Alexan¬ 
dria  we  are  assigning  VHP  Channel  62. 

845.  Purther  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  'Third  Notice  would  result 
in  the  assignment  of  Channel  11  to  Alex¬ 
andria  and  Galveston  at  a  separation  of 
197  miles  in  Zone  III.  Since  this  sep¬ 
aration  is  below  the  minimum  for  this 
area  we  are  required  to  delete  one  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  11  to  comply  with 
the  requisite  separation.  The  population 
of  Galveston  is  approximately  twice  that 
of  Alexandria.  In  view  of  the  relative 
size  of  these  cities  we  believe  the  dele¬ 
tion  of  Channel  11  from  Alexandria  and 
the  assignment  of  that  channel  to  Gal¬ 
veston  is  warranted. 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


co-channel  or  adjacent  channel  opera¬ 
tion. 

(f)  Third  alternative  counterproposal 
of  Senator  Johnson.  The  third  counter- 
proF>osal  would  add  a  VHP  channel  to 
Denver  by  shifting  assignments  proposed 
by  the  Commission  in  the  Third  Notice 
for  five  other  cities  and  without  reducing 
the  number  of  assignments  proposed  by 
the  Commission  for  these  cities.  In  sup¬ 
port  of  the  third  alternative  counterpro¬ 
posal  it  was  urged  that  the  Commission 
could  maintain  its  present  proposed  plan 
and  add  an  additional  VHP  channel  to 
Denver  without  degrading  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  engineering  principles  and  stand¬ 
ards.  It  was  also  stated  that  the  Com- 
missio'i  had  proposed  the  assignment  of 
only  10  channels  to  Colorado  State,  with 
3  reserved  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use;  whereas  other  States,  such  as 
New  Mexico,  Arizona,  and  Utah,  each 
with  less  than  half  of  Colorado’s  popula¬ 
tion  were  assigned,  proportionately,  a 
greater  number  of  channels.  New  Mex¬ 
ico  was  assigned  15  VHP  channels  with 
3  reserved  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use;  Arizona  was  assigned  14  VHP 
channels  with  2  reserved  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use;  Utah  ^ as  assigned  9 
VHP  channels  with  1  reserved  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  Wyoming, 
which  has  one-quarter  of  Colorado’s 
population,  was  assigned  10  VHP  sta¬ 
tions  with  1  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  In  addition,  it  was 
pointed  out  that  such  cities  as  Grand 
Junction,  Montrose,  Alamosa,  Fort  Col¬ 
lins,  Greeley,  and  Trinidad,  all  in  Colo¬ 
rado,  and  other  progressive  Colorado 
cities,  were  not  assigned  a  VHP  channel. 

(g)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  Senator  Johnsoii’s  coun¬ 
terproposal  (Plan  3)\  Northwestern 
Broadcasting  Company  filed  a  counter¬ 
proposal  to  assign  VHP  Channel  5  to 
Craig,  which  is  in  conflict  with  Senator 
Johnson’s  Plan  3.  Northwestern  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  stated  that  the  con¬ 
flict  could  be  resolved  by  assigning  VHP 
Channel  13  to  Ci*aig  in  lieu  of  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  5.  This  would  be  accomplished  by 
the  substitution  of  VHP  Channel  8  for 
VHP  Channel  13  at  Rock  Springs,  Wyo¬ 
ming,  Western  Slope  Broadcasting 
Company  filed  a  counterproposal  to  as¬ 
sign  VHP  Channel  3  to  Grand  Junction, 
which  is  in  conflict  with  Senator  John¬ 
son’s  Plan  3.  Western  Slope  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  stated  that  the  conflict 
could  be  resolved  by  assigning  VHP 
Channel  5  to  Grand  Junction  in  lieu  of 
'VHP  Channel  3.  Uncompahgre  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  filed  a  counterproposal 
requesting  the  assignment  of  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  11  to  Montrose,  which  Is  in  conflict 
with  Senator  Johnson’s  Plan  3.  Uncom¬ 
pahgre  Broadcasting  Company  stated 
that  the  conflict  could  be  resolved  by  the 
assignment  of  either  "VHP  Channel  8  or 
9  or  10  to  Montrose  in  lieu  of  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  11.  Warren  M.  Mallory  filed  a  coun¬ 
terproposal  requesting  the  assignment 
of  either  VHP  Channel  3  or  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  5  to  Laramie,  which  is  in  conflict  with 
Senator  Johnson’s  Plan  3.  Warren  M. 
Mallorj’  stated  that  the  conflict  could  be 
resolved  by  the  assignment  of  one  chan¬ 
nel  to  Cheyenne  in  lieu  of  two  channels 
as  proposed. 


(h)  The  Denver  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  Denver  public  schools  (School 
District  Number  One,  city  and  county  of 
Denver) ,  the  University  of  Denver  (Colo¬ 
rado  Seminary),  the  Adult  Educational 
Council  of  Denver,  the  Denver  Public 
Library,  and  the  Colorado  State  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Education  supported  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  VHP  Channel  6  at  Denver,  Col¬ 
orado,  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  The  University  of  Colorado, 
Boulder,  Colorado,  also  requested  the 
Commission  to  reserve  channels  in  Den¬ 
ver  for  such  use.  It  appears  that  an  ex¬ 
ecutive  committee  has  been  established 
in  Denver,  consisting  of  representatives 
of  the  University  of  Denver,  the  Board 
of  Education  of  the  city  and  county  of 
Denver,  the  Public  Library  System  of 
Denver  and  the  Adult  Educational  Coun¬ 
cil  of  Denver.  The  task  of  the  executive 
committee  is  to  set  up  a  program  of 
specific  study  of  Denver’s  educational 
needs  and  resources  as  they  pertain  to 
the  reservation.  In  addition,  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  problems  of  programming, 
costs,  and  audience  interest  has  been 
undertaken  by  a  faculty  group  of  the 
University  of  Denver.  The  University 
of  Denver  stated  it  possessed  resources 
and  facilities  which  could  be  used  in 
television  broadcasting.  In  anticipation 
of  the  arrival  of  television  to  the  Denver 
area,  the  university  in  1948  employed  a 
full-time  television  expert.  University 
officials  conferred  in  1948-49  with  studio 
design  engineers  of  the  Radio  Corpora¬ 
tion  of  America  to  develop  plans  for  a 
community  television  studio.  A  thor¬ 
ough  study  was  made  of  equipment  and 
program  costs  and  the  problems  of  pro¬ 
gramming.  The  university  stated  that 
although  “the  cost  factors  in  that  1948- 
49  study  are  no  longer  valid,  the  general 
conclusions  that  a  cooperative  educa¬ 
tional  television  undertaking  can  be 
practicable  in  Denver  remain  unshaken 
•  *  The  Denver  public  schools,  as 
evidence  of  the  financial  responsibility 
of  the  school  system  for  any  educational 
program  that  it  might  undertake,  stated 
that  their  budget  for  1950-51  was  $18,- 
443,000.  The  Denver  public  schools  said 
it  believed  that  the  schools  had  the  staff 
and  organization  which  would  make  a 
television  program  feasible,  and  that  its 
possibilities  are  being  thoroughly  stud¬ 
ied.  Pending  the  results  of  such  study 
they  requested  that  a  suitable  channel 
for  television  be  reserved  for  educational 
use  in  Denver.  In  accordance  with  this 
view,  the  public  schools  stated  that  they 
had  embarked  on  a  program  of  study 
of  the  uses  of  television  in  cooperation 
with  other  educational  institutions  and 
cultural  organizations  of  Denver. 

(i)  Opposition  to  the  Denver  educa¬ 
tional  reservation.  Senator  Johnson  op¬ 
posed  the  reservation  of  a  "VHE  channel 
in  Denver  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use,  and  Senator  Johnson’s  Plans 
1,  2,  and  3  would  substitute  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  a  UHP  channel  in  Denver  for  the 
VHP  channel.  Senator  Johnson  stated: 
“Television  is  a  powerful  and  effective 
medium  for  the  teacher.  It  is  the  finest 
educational  tool  of  our  time.  However, 
television  Is  far  too  valuable  as  a  na¬ 
tional  resource  and  much  too  intricate 
and  delicate  a  process  to  waste  away 
through  idleness,  lack  of  funds  and  inex¬ 


perience.  I  want  this  medium  to  be 
available  to  the  people  of  Colorado  now. 
I  am  positive  that  neither  the  University 
of  Denver  nor  any  other  educational 
group  will  be  ready  during  the  next  10 
years  to  apply  for  a  license  and  state  that 
they  are  ‘fit,  willing  and  able’  to  operate 
a  television  station.’’  Senator  Johnson 
also  recommended  that  the  Commission 
could  and  should  impose  a  condition  in 
all  television  licenses  that  a  certain 
amount  of  time  be  made  available  for 
educational  purposes  in  the  public 
interest. 

Boulder  “* 

852.  The  education  reservation.  Boul¬ 
der  is  the  site  of  the  University  of  Colo¬ 
rado  and  has  been  designated  as  “a 
primarily  educational  center.’’  Bculder 
is  approximately  26  miles  from  Denver. 
The  University  of  Colorado  and  the 
board  of  regents  supported  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  a  television  channel  for  Boulder. 
The  board  of  regents  stated  the  univer¬ 
sity  would  continue  to  make  studies  of 
the  feasibility  and  the  cost  of  educa¬ 
tional  television  and  educational  televi¬ 
sion  operations  and  the  progress  being 
made  at  other  educational  Institutions. 
The  university  reported  it  would  then 
make  a  determination  within  a  reason¬ 
able  period  of  time  as  to  when  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Colorado  might  construct  a 
television  facility.  The  University  of 
Colorado  stated  that  if  educational  tele¬ 
vision  lived  up  to  Its  potentialities,  it 
would  be  educationally  sound  to  invest 
the  large  sums  required  to  operate  and 
build  the  facilities.  Otherwise,  the  uni¬ 
versity  stated,  it  would  be  forced  to  limit 
its  television  services  to  producing  pro¬ 
grams  for  presentation  on  commercial 
stations.  The  Colorado  State  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Education  also  supported  the 
reservation. 

Craig 

853.  (a)  Census  data.  The  popula¬ 
tion  of  Craig  is  3,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Northwestern 
Colorado  Broadcasting  Company. 
Northwestern  Colorado  Broadcasting 
Company  requested  the  assignment  of 
■VHP  Channel  5  to  C^aig  without  any 
other  changes  in  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice.  In  the  alter¬ 
native  it  was  requested  that  VHP 
Channel  13  be  assigned  to  Craig  by  the 
substitution  of  Channel  8  for  Channel 
13  at  Rock  Springs. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  North¬ 
western  Colorado  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal.  Northwestern 
Colorado  Broadcasting  Company  stated 
that  assignment  of  "VIIF  Channel  5  or 
■VHP  Channel  13  to  Craig  would  afford 
a  first  and  second  television  service  to 
an  appreciable  area ;  and,  accordingly,  a 
grant  of  the  counterproposal  would  con¬ 
stitute  an  equitable  assignment  to  the 
area. 

(d)  Conflicting  counterproposal  to 
Northwestern  Colorado  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal.  The  third 
alternative  counterproposal  of  Senator 
Edwin  Johnson  to  assign  Channel  5  to 


•"  Plan  1  of  Senator  Johnson’s  counterpro¬ 
posal  would  reserve  UHF  Channel  22  In  lieu 
of  VHP  Channel  9  In  Boulder  for  noncom- 
mercial  educational  use. 
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^Cheyenne  is  in  conflict  with  the  North¬ 
western  Colorado  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal  to  assign  Channel 
5  to  Craig.  The  request  of  Northwestern 
Colorado  Broadcasting  Company  to  as¬ 
sign  VHP  Channel  5  to  Craig  and  the 
request  of  Senator  Johnson  (Plan  3)  to 
assign  Channel  5  to  Cheyenne  would  re¬ 
sult  in  a  co-channel  separation  of  152 
miles  in  Zone  II.  The  request  of  North¬ 
western  Colorado  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  to  assign  VHP  Channel  5  to  Craig 
and  the  request  of  Warren  M.  Mallory 
to  assign  Channel  5  in  Laramie  would 
result  in  a  co-channel  separation  of  117 
miles  in  Zone  II.  The  alternative  re¬ 
quest  of  Northw’estern  Colorado  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  to  assign  VHP  Channel 
13  to  Craig  requires  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  8  to  Rock  Springs  and 
would  result  in  a  co-channel  separation 
of  189  miles  between  Rock  Springs  and 
Laramie  on  Channel  8  in  Zone  II.  Sen¬ 
ator  Johnson's  counterproposal  (Plan  3) 
would  assign  VHP  Channel  13  to  Col¬ 
orado  Springs;  and  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  13  to  Craig  w'ould  result 
in  a  co-channel  separation  of  186  miles 
between  Craig  and  Colorado  Springs  in 
Zone  II. 

Colorado  Springs 

854.  (a)  Census  data.  The  population 
of  Colorado  Springs  is  45,000. 

(b)  The  educational  reservation.  The 
JCET  Supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  17  in  Colorado  Springs  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  Included 
in  the  statement  of  the^JCET  was  a  letter 
from  the  Colorado  Springs  Pine  Arts 
Center  stating  that  it  supported  the  ef¬ 
forts  of  the  JCET  to  obtain  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  television  channels  for  the  region. 
No  opposition  to  this  reservation  was 
filed. 

Pueblo 

855.  The  educational  reservation.  The 
Pueblo  Public  Schools,  District  60  and 
the  Pueblo  Junior  College  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  8  in  Pueblo  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  Reso¬ 
lutions  of  the  Board  of  Education  of  the 
Pueblo  public  schools  and  the  Pueblo 
Junior  College  Committee  requested  this 
reservation,  pending  completion  of 
studies  of  the  problems  of  educational 
television  broadcasting  such  as  costs  and 
areas  of  use.  No  opposition  to  this  reser¬ 
vation  was  filed. 

Durango 

856.  (a)  Census  data.  The  population 
of  Durango  is  7,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  San  Juan 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Die.  San  Juan  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  Inc.,  requested  the  as¬ 
signment  of  VHP  Channel  6  to  Durango. 
In  support  of  the  counterpi-oposal  it  was 
urged  that  the  assignment  of  a  VHP 
channel  to  Durango  w'ould  provide  a  first 
television  service  to  an  appreciable  area. 

Grand  Junction 

857.  (a)  Census  data.  The  population 
of  Grand  Junction  is  15,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Western  Slope 
Broadcasting  Company.  Western  Slope 
Broadcasting  Company,  Grand  Junction, 
requested  that  VHP  Channel  3  be  as¬ 
signed  to  Grand  Junction  without  any 


changes  in  the  assignments  proposed  in 
the  Third  Notice.  Since  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Western  Slope  Broadcasting 
Company  conflicted  with  Senator  John¬ 
son’s  Plan  3,  Western  Slope  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  suggested  that  the  conflict 
could  be  resolved  by  the  assignment  of 
Channel  5  to  Grand  Junction  in  lieu  of 
Channel  3. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Western 
Slope  Broadcasting  Co.  counterproposal. 
Western  Slope  stated  that  its  proposal 
would  supply  a  first  and  second  television 
service  to  an  appreciable  area.  In  addi¬ 
tion  it  was  urged  that  the  assignment  of 
a  VHP  channel  is  justified  because  the 
economic  resources  and  size  of  Grand 
Junction  evidence  the  ability  of  that 
community  to  support  a  VHP  television 
station. 

Montrose 

858.  (a)  Census  data.  The  popula¬ 
tion  of  Montrose  is  5,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Uncompahgre 
Broadcasting  Co.  Uncompahgre  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  requested  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  Channel  11  to  Montrose 
without  any  other  changes  in  the  as¬ 
signments  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice. 
Since  the  counterproposal  of  Uncom¬ 
pahgre  conflicted  with  Senator  John¬ 
son’s  Plan  3,  Uncompahgre  suggested 
that  the  conflict  could  be  resolved  by 
the  assignment  of  Channel  8  or  9  or  10 
to  Montrose. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Un<Tom~ 
pahgre  counterproposal.  Uncompahgre 
Broadcasting  Company  urged  that  the 
assignment  of  a  VHP  channel  to  Mont¬ 
rose  would  result  in  a  first  television 
service  to  an  appreciable  area. 

Laramie 

859.  (a)  Census  data.  The  popula¬ 
tion  of  Laramie  is  16,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Warren  M. 
Mallory.  Warren  M.  Mallory,  Laramie, 
requested  that  either  VHP  Channel  3  or 
VHP  Channel  5  be  assigned  to  Laramie 
in  addition  to  the  assignments  proposed 
in  the  Commission’s  Third  Notice. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  Mallory 
counterproposal.  Mallory  urged  that 
commercial  interests  in  Laramie  could 
not  establish  a  television  station  in  the 
immediate  future  on  UHP  Channel  18 
proposed  for  Laramie  because  no  UHP 
transmitting  equipment  is  presently 
available  on  the  market,  but  that  if  a 
VHP  channel  were  made  available  com¬ 
mercial  interests  in  Laramie  have  ex¬ 
pressed  a  willingness  to  establish 
immediately  a  commercial  station  which 
would  not  only  provide  commercially 
sponsored  entertainment  but  w'ould  also 
provide  time  for  educational  programs 
sponsored  by  the  University  of  Wyo¬ 
ming,  located  in  Lai’amie.  It  was  also 
urged  that  the  isolation  of  Laramie  due 
to  mountainous  geographical  terrain 
would  prevent  that  city  from  receiving 
service  from  stations  located  in  such 
other  communities  as  Cheyenne,  Wyo¬ 
ming,  and  Denver,  Colorado. 

(d)  Conflicting  counterproposals  to 
Mallory  counterproposal.  The  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Warren  M.  Mallory  and  the 
third  alternative  counterproposal  of 
Senator  Johnson  are  mutually  exclusive. 


Mallory,  however,  suggested  that  the 
conflict  between  the  two  counterpro¬ 
posals  could  be  resolved  by  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  3  to  Laramie  and 
Channel  5  to  Cheyenne  or  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  5  to  Laramie  and  the 
assignment  of  Channel  3  to  Cheyenne. 
The  counterproposal  of  Warren  M.  Mal¬ 
lory  to  assign  Channel  5  to  Laramie  is 
mutually  exclusive  with  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Northwestern  Colorado 
Broadcasting  Company  to  add  that 
channel  to  Craig,  Colorado. 

(e)  The  educational  reservation."  The 
University  of  Wyoming  and  its  Board  of 
Trustees  supported  the  reservation  of 
VHP  Channel  8  at  Laramie  for  use  by  a 
non-commercial  educational  station.  No 
oppositions  to  this  proposed  reservation 
w  ere  filed. 

Conclusions:  Denver  Educational 
Reservation 

860.  We  have  in  another  portion  of  this 
report  considered  the  proposal  of  Sena¬ 
tor  Johnson  that  the  Comtnission  impose 
a  condition  on  all  television  licensees 
that  a  certain  amount  of  time  be  made 
available  for  educational  purposes  as  an 
alternative  to  the  establishment  of 
reservations  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  Accordingly,  it  will  not  be 
discussed  further. 

861.  We  believe  on  the  basis  of  the 
record  that  the  proposed  educational 
reservation  of  Channel  6  in  Denver 
should  be  finalized.  The  educational  in¬ 
stitutions  in  Denver  have  demonstrated 
on  the  record  their  interest  in  establish¬ 
ing  a  noncommercial  educational  tele¬ 
vision  station.  They  have  banded  to¬ 
gether  to  solve  the  problems  connected 
with  the  establishment  and  operation 
of  such  a  station:  the  University  of  Den¬ 
ver,  in  particular,  has  shown  on  the 
record  a  strong  interest  in  bringing  edu¬ 
cational  television  to  the  Denver  area; 
and  the  educational  institutions  estab¬ 
lished  on  the  record  that  they  are  pro¬ 
ceeding  to  develop  plans  for  the  early 
establishment  of  a  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  television  station  in  Denver.  On 
the  basis  of  the  record,  and  in  view  of 
the  foregoing,  the  Commission  finds  it 
must  deny  the  counterproposal  of  Sena¬ 
tor  Edwin  Johnson  insofar  as  it  would 
substitute  UHP  Channel  26  for  VHP 
Channel  6  as  the  reserved  channel  in 
Denver,  Colorado.  Accordingly,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  VHP  Channel  6  in  Denver, 
Colorado,  for  noncommercial  educational 
television  use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  The  Boulder  Educational 
Reservation 

862.  We  find  no  adequate  basis  on  the 
record  for  deleting  the  proposed  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  9  for  noncommercial 
educational  use  in  Boulder.  Boulder  has 
been  designated  as  a  "primarily  educa¬ 
tional  center”  and  the  University  of 
Colorado  has  established  its  interest  in 
establishing  a  noncommercial  educa- 


In  Its  Conaments  of  May  7,  1951,  Warren 
M.  Mallory  requested  the  reservation  of  UHP 
Channel  18  In  Laramie  for  noncommercial 
educational  use  In  lieu  of  VHP  Channel  8. 
No  sworn  statement  In  support  of  this  request 
was  hied.  Accordingly,  it  will  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  further.  ' 
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tional  station  In  Boulder.  Under  these 
circumstances  we  find  no  adequate  basis 
for  deviating  from  our  policy  of  attempt¬ 
ing  to  provide  VHP  educational  reserva¬ 
tions  in  “primarily  educational  centers.” 
On  the  basis  of  the  record  and  in  view 
of  the  foregoing,  the  Commission  finds 
that  it  must  deny  the  counterproposal 
of  Senator  Edwin  Johnson  insofar  as  the 
reservation  of  UHP  Channel  22  instead 
of  VHP  Channel  9  at  Boulder,  Colorado, 
is  concerned.  In  view  of  our  grant  of 
Senator  Johnson’s  third  plan,  Channel 
12  will  be  substituted  at  Boulder  for 
Channel  9.  Accordingly,  the  Commission 
is  finalizing  the  reservation  of  Channel 
12  in  Boulder  for  use  by  a  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  station. 

Conclusio7is :  The  Colorado  Springs  and 
Pueblo  Educational  Reservations 

863.  The  Commission  is  of  the  opin¬ 
ion,  on  the  basis  of  the  record,  that  a 
reservation  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  is  warranted  in  Colo¬ 
rado  Springs  and  Pueblo.  Accordingly, 
the  resei*vation  of  UHP  Channel  17  in 
Colorado  Springs,  and  VHP  Channel  8 
in  Pueblo,  are  finalized. 

Conclusions:  The  Laramie  Educational 
Reservation 

864.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  Channel  8  in  Laramie  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

Summary  of  Requests  for  Additional 
VHP  Assignments 

865.  The  remaining  counterproposals 
consist  of:  (1)  a  proposal  by  Senator 
Johnson  for  the  assignment  of  either 
VHP  Channel  9  or  12  to  Denver;  (2)  a 
proposal  by  Northwestern  Colorado 
Broadcasting  Company  for  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  either  VHP  Channel  5  or  13  to 
Craig;  (3)  a  proposal  by  the  San  Juan 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  for  the  as¬ 
signment  of  VHP  Channel  6  to  Durango, 
Colorado;  (4)  a  proposal  of  Western 
Slope  Broadcasting  for  the  assignment 
of  VHP  Channel  3  or  5  to  Grand  Junc¬ 
tion,  Colorado;  (5)  a  proposal  by  the 
Uncompahgre  Broadcasting  Company 
for  the  assignment  of  either  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  8,  9,  10,  or  11  to  Montrose,  Colorado; 
(6)  a  propo.sal  by  Warren  M.  Mallory 
for  the  assignment  of  either  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  3  or  5  to  Laramie. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHP  Assign¬ 
ments  to  Denver,  Craig  and  Laramie 

866.  Tlie  first  and  second  alternative 
counterproposals  of  Senator  Johnson 
would  add  a  fourth  commercial  VHP  as¬ 
signment  or  a  total  of  five  VHP  assign¬ 
ments  to  Denver  by  deleting  the  only 
VHP  assignment  to  Boulder  and  the  sec¬ 
ond  VHP  assignment  to  Colorado 
Springs,  respectively.  We  have  above 
denied  the  first  counterproposal  in  con- 
necdon  with  Boulder  educational  reser¬ 
vation  discussion.  With  respect  to  the 
second  alternative  counterproposal,  we 
do  not  believe  the  record  supports  the 
ba.sis  for  the  deletion  of  the  second  VHP 
channel  in  Colorado  Springs,  a  city  of 
45,000,  in  order  to  effect  the  assignment 
of  a  fourth  commercial  VHP  channel 
twith  a  total  of  five  VliF  channels)  to 


Denver.  The  third  alternative  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Senator  Johnson  would  re¬ 
sult  in  the  additional  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  9  to  Denver  without  de¬ 
leting  a  channel  from  any  other  com¬ 
munity.  This  counterproposal  is,  how¬ 
ever,  mutually  exclusive  with  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  seeking  the  assignments  of 
Vi^  channels  in  Craig  and  Laramie. 
The  Commission  is  of  the  opinion  that  a 
fifth  VHP  channel  in  Denver,  one  of  the 
major  cities  of  the  United  States  and  a 
city  of  416,000,  is  to  be  preferred  to  the 
assignment  of  a  first  VHP  channel  to 
Craig,  a  city  of  3,000  and  a  second  VHP 
channel  to  Laramie,  a  city  of  16,000.  We 
believe  that  in  view  of  the  great  disparity 
in  size,  population,  and  importance  be¬ 
tween  Denver  and  the  cities  of  Craig  and 
Laramie  that  the  assignment  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  VHP  channel  to  Denver  is  war¬ 
ranted.  The  Northwestern  Colorado 
Broadcasting  Company’s  countei-pro- 
posal  to  resolve  the  conflict  between 
Senator  Johnson’s  and  its  proposal  would 
result  in  a  mileage  separation  of  189 
miles  between  Rock  Springs,  Wyoming, 
and  Laramie,  Wyoming,  and  of  186 
miles  between  Craig,  and  Colorado 
-  Springs,  in  Zone  II.  Since  the  minimum 
CO -channel  separation  in  Zone  II  is  190 
miles  the  alternative  counterproposal  of 
Northwestern  Colorado  Broadcasting 
Company  must  be  denied. 

867.  The  counterproposal  of  Mallory 
to  resolve  the  conflict  between  Senator 
Johnson’s  and  his  proposal  would  re¬ 
quire  the  deletion  of  a  VHP  channel 
from  Cheyenne.  We  do  not  believe  the 
record  warrants  the  deletion  of  one  of 
the  two  VHP  channels  from  Cheyenne,  a 
city  of  32,000,  in  order  to  provide  a  sec¬ 
ond  VHP  assignment  for  Laramie,  a  city 
of  16,000.  Accordingly,  the  second  al¬ 
ternative  counterproposal  of  Senator 
Johnson,  the  counterproposal  of  North¬ 
western  Colorado  Broadcasting  Co.,  and 
the  counterproposal  of  Warren  M.  Mal¬ 
lory  are  denied  and  the  third  alternative 
counterproposal  of  Senator  Johnson  in 
so  far  as  it  requests  the  addition  of  a 
VHP  channel  to  Denver  is  granted. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHP  Assign¬ 
ments  to  Grand  Junction,  Durango 

and  Montrose 

868.  It  is  the  Commission’s  view  that 
the  counterproposals  of  Western  Slope 
Broadcasting  Company  for  a  VHP  chan¬ 
nel  in  Grand  Junction;  San  Juan  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Inc.,  for  a  VHP 
channel  in  Durango  and  the  Uncora- 
pahgre  Broadcasting  Company  for  a 
VHP  channel  in  Montrose  should  be 
granted.  The  assignments  are  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  Rules  and  standards 
adopted  herein  and  will  result  in  televi¬ 
sion  service  to  areas  and  persons  which 
would  otherwise  not  receive  VHP  service. 
Accordingly,  the  counterproposals  of 
Western  Slope  Broadcasting  Company 
and  San  Juan  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.,  as 
modified  and  the  counterproposal  of 
Uncompahgre  Broadcasting  Company 
are  granted. 

Pinal  Assignments  and  Reservations 

869.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted; 


City 

VBF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Boulder,  Colo . 

•12 
11,  U 
2,  (.  *6,  7,  9 

S 

5 

10 

3.  \  •« 

I  a 

3.5 

•« 

II 

1 

22 
•17.2.1 
2(1.  2« 
I.S 
21 
\H 
:i4 
21 

Colorado  Springs,  Colo.... 
Denver,  Colo . . 

Durango,  Colo . . 

Grand  Junction,  Colo _ 

Montrose,  Colo _ ... _ 

Pueblo,  Colo.. . 

Alliance,  Nehr _ 

Cheyenne,  Wyo _ 

Laramie,  V\'v6 . . 

Kawlin.s.  Wyo _ 

Craig,  Colo _ _ _ ... _ 

lU 

WALLA  WALLA,  WASHINGTON 

870.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  VHP  Channels 
5  and  8  to  Walla  Walla. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
the  city  of  Walla  Walla  is  24,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Salt  Lake  Pipe 
Line  Company.  Salt  Lake  Pipe  Line 
Company  requested  that  VHP  Channel 
5  not  be  assigned  to  Walla  Walla. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Salt  Lake 
Pipe  Ijine  Company  counterproposal. 
Salt  Lake  Pipe  Line  Company  stated  that 
it  is  the  permittee  of  operational  fixed 
stations  in  the  Petroleum  Radio  Service 
at  Pasco,  Washington  on  72.14  me  Adams, 
Oregon,  on  74.02  me  and  Mount  Emily, 
Oregon,  on  75.74  me  74.50  me.  and  74.42 
me,  in  the  band  72-76  me;  that  the.se  sta¬ 
tion.';  are  a  part  of  a  communication  sys¬ 
tem  constructed  at  a  cost  of  more  than 
$400,000  for  the  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  its  petroleum  pipelines;  that 
when  construction  permits  were  re¬ 
quested  a  check  was  made  of  possible 
interference  to  television  channels  based 
upon  an  earlier  Notice  in  these  proceed¬ 
ings  which  did  not  propose  assignment 
of  Channel  5  to  Walla  Walla;  that  equip¬ 
ment  operating  on  other  frequencies  was 
used  at  locations  where  interference 
might  occur  to  television  but  no  inter¬ 
ference  was  then  expected  in  the  vicinity 
of  Walla  Walla;  that  the  above  stations 
are  located  37  miles,  25  miles,  and  46 
miles,  respectively,  from  Walla  Walla, 
and  thus  may  be  expected  to  cause  inter¬ 
ference  to  a  television  station  operating 
on  Channel  5  at  Walla  Walla  where  the 
channel  is  proposed  to  be  assigned  under 
the  Third  Notice;  and  that  to  redesign 
the  communications  system  by  changing 
frequency  of  the'  stations  at  Pasco, 
Adams,  and  Mount  Emily  in  order  to 
eliminate  television  interference  would 
require  the  erection  of  other  stations  at 
heavy  expense. 

(e)  In  its  report  and  order  released 
May  6,  1948,  in  Docket  8487  with  respect 
to  the  sharing  of  television  channels  and 
assignments  of  frequencies  to  television 
and  nongovernment  fixed  and  mobile 
services  the  Commission  stated : 

Allocation  of  the  Band  72-76  Megacycles 

The  band  72  to  76  megacycles,  except  for 
the  guard  band  around  the  75  me  marker. 
Is  presently  allocated  to  nongovernment 
fixed  and  mobile  services.  It  Is  in  between 
television  Channel  4  (66  to  72  me)  and 
Channel  6  (76  to  82  me)  and  hence  is  a 
source  of  potential  adjacent  channel  Inter¬ 
ference  to  each  channel.  The  evidence 
showed  that  at  least  so  far  as  mobile  opera¬ 
tions  are  concerned,  operation  in  this  band 
is  not  feasible  since  destructive  Interference 
to  television  reception  Is  inevitable. 
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However,  the  evidence  did  show  that  some 
use  can  be  made  of  these  frequencies  with 
00  interference  to  television  on  the  basis 
of  careful  engineering  and  the  formulation 
of  engineering  and  interference  standards. 
The  establishment  and  application  of  such 
standards  appear  to  be  capable  of  solution 
for  the  fixed  service.  They  do  not  appear 
to  be  practical  in  the  case  of  the  land  mobile 
service  whose  requirements  are  most  acute 
In  the  same  areas  which  require  either  tele¬ 
vision  Channels  4  or  5.  or  both.  Accordingly, 
the  Commission  has  determined  that  the 
frequencies  72  to  78  megacycles  should  be 
assigned  only  to  the  fixed  service  on  an  engi¬ 
neered  basis  and  on  condition  that  no  ad¬ 
jacent  channel  interference  will  result  to 
the  reception  of  television  stations  which 
may  be  authorized  or  provided  for  in  the 
Commission’s  rules.  The  Commission  recog¬ 
nizes  that  this  allocation  does  remove  some 
of  the  flexibility  In  the  television  allocation 
table  but  this  Is  restricted  to  television 
channels  4  and  5  and  not  all  the  television 
channels,  as  would  be  the  case  If  assignments 
were  made  for  shared  use  of  television  chan¬ 
nels  on  an  engineered  bEisls.  Moreover,  If 
the  band  72  to  78  megacycles  Is  not  to  be 
used  by  the  fixed  service  on  an  engineered 
basis.  It  would  be  difficult  to  assign  any  serv¬ 
ice  therein.  This  would  constitute  a  waste 
of  frequencies. 

(f)  Pursuant  to  the  above  report  and 
order.  Part  2  of  the  Commission’s  rules 
and  regulations.  Rules  Governing  Fre¬ 
quency  Allocations  and  Radio  Tieaty 
Matters:  General  Rules  and  Regulations, 
provides  that: 

Operational  fixed  stations  may  be  author¬ 
ized  to  use  frequencies  in  this  band  (72-78 
me]  In  accordance  with  colums  10  and  11  of 
the  table  of  frequency  allocations,  on  the 
condition  that  harmful  Interference  will  not 
be  caused  to  the  reception  of  television  sta¬ 
tions  on  Channels  4  and  9. 

(g)  Part  11,  Rules  Governing  Indus¬ 
trial  Radio  Services,  provides  in  section 
11.303  (a) : 

Subject  to  the  condition  that  no  harmful 
Interference  will  be  caused  to  reception  of 
television  Channels  No.  4  or  5,  the  following 
frequencies  are  available  for  assignment  to 
fixed  stations  In  the  Petroleum  Radio  Se/v- 
Ice  on  a  shared  basis  with  other  services 
(72-78  mcj. 

Conclusio7is 

871.  The  Commission  has  given  care¬ 
ful  consideration  to  the  possibility  of 
substituting  another  VHP  television 
channel  at  Walla  Walla  for  Channel  5 
but  the  a.ssignments  for  Walla  Walla  are 
closely  interrelated  with  the  proposals 
for  other  cities  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
area  and  with  Canadian  assignments. 
Such  a  substitution  would  deprive  an¬ 
other  city  of  a  VHP  television  channel 
without  an  adequate  VHF  substitute  and, 
therefore,  does  not  appear  to  be  feasible. 
In  view  of  the  foregoing  and  the  fact 
that  the  authorizations  of  operational 
fixed  stations  in  the  72-76  me  band  were 
expressly  made  on  the  basis  of  noninter¬ 
ference  to  television  assignments,  the 
counterproposal  of  Salt  Lake  Pipe  Line 
Company  is  denied.  Other  pipe  line 
companies  have  employed  microwave 
frequencies  for  communications  systems 
of  the  type  which  Salt  Lake  operates. 
Such  frequencies  possess  characteristics 
suitable  to  the  fixed  operations  and  pre¬ 
sent  no  problem  of  interference  to  tele¬ 
vision.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the 
potentiality  of  interference  to  television 


In  Walla  Walla  can  best  be  avoided  by 
Salt  Lake  Pipe  Line  Company  changing 
Its  communications  to  microwave  fre¬ 
quencies.  Accordingly,  the  Salt  Lake 
Pipe  Line  Company  will  have  to  vacate 
the  frequencies  involved  when  a  televi¬ 
sion  station  is  prepared  to  commence 
operation  on  Channel  5  in  Walla  Walla. 

Final  Assignments 

872.  The  assignments  of  VHP  Chan¬ 
nels  5  and  8  to  Walla  Walla  are  adopted.'* 

TACOMA  AND  OLYMPIA,  WASHINGTON 

873.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  assignments  and 
reservation: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

uel  No. 

iiel  No, 

Tacoma,  Wash _ 

11,13 

•56. 62 
60 

Olympia,  Wash.. . . 

(b)  Census  data.  The  metropolitan 
area  of  Tacoma  has  a  population  of 
276,000.  The  city  of  Tacoma  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  144,000.  The  city  of  Olympia 
has  a  population  of  16,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Tom  Olsen. 
Tom  Olsen  requested  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  of  VHF  Channel  11  to  Olympia 
by  the  deletion  of  that  channel  from 
Tacoma. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Tom  Ol¬ 
sen  counterproposal.  Tom  Olsen* stated 
that  the  operation  of  Channel  11  in 
Olympia  would  not  cause  objectionable 
Interference  to  any  proposed  assign¬ 
ment; -that  it  would  provide  additional 
Grade  A  service  and  a  second  television 
station  for  Olympia;  and  that  Tacoma 
would  receive  a  total  of  six  VHP  and 
seven  UHP  services  of  at  least  Grade  A 
quality  under  the  FCC  allocation  pro¬ 
posal:  Four  from  Tacoma,  two  from 
Bremerton,  six  from  Seattle,  and  ona 
from  Olympia. 

(e)  Opposition  to  Tom  Olsen  counter¬ 
proposal.  The  Tribune  Publishing  Com¬ 
pany,  Tacoma,  Washington,  opposed  the 
counterproposal  of  Tom  Olsen  to  move 
VHF  Channel  11  from  Tacoma  to  Olym¬ 
pia. 

(f)  The  Tacoma  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  Tacoma  public  schools,  Tacoma 
Vocational-Technical  School,  College  of 
Puget  Sound,  and  the  State  Superin¬ 
tendent  of  Public  Instruction  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  58  at  Ta¬ 
coma.  No  objection  was  filed  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation. 

Conclusions:  Tacoma  Educatonal 
Reservation 

874.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  Channel  56  at  Tacoma  ia 
finalized. 

Conclusions:  Olympia  and  Tacoma 

875.  It  is  our  view,  on  the  basis  of  the 
record,  that  the  deletion  of  Channel  11 
from  Tacoma  to  provide  a  VHF  assign¬ 
ment  to  Olympia  is  not  warranted,  Ta¬ 
coma  has  a  population  of  144,000,  aa 


•’The  assignment  of  UHP  Channel  22  in 
Walla  Walla  and  Its  reservation  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use  Is  discussed  else¬ 
where  In  this  report. 


compared  to  Olympia  with  a  population 
of  16,000;  and  Tacoma  is  one  of  the 
largest  cities  In  the  State  of  Washing¬ 
ton.  Accordingly,  the  counterproposal 
of  Tom  Olsen  Is  denied. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


876.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted : 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

uel  No. 

uel  No. 

Tacoma,  Wash . 

11,13 

*56, 62 
fO 

Olympia,  Wash... _ 

BELLINGHAM,  SEATTLE,  LONGVIEW,  WASHING¬ 
TON;  AND  ALBANY,  OREGON 

877.  Proposed  assigjimejits.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  following  assignments  and  reserva¬ 
tion: 


City 

. 

VHF  Chan- 
uel  No. 

UHF  Chan- 
uel  No. 

B^'llinttham,  Wash _ 

1H,24 
£0.  26. 
Xt 

Seattle,  Wash _ _ 

4.  S,  7,  *9 

Longview,  Wash . 

Albany,  Oreg _ 

55 

Bellingham 

878.  (a)  Census  data.  The  city  of 
Bellingham  has  a  population  of  34,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  KVOS,  Inc. 
KVOS,  Inc.,  Bellingham,  Washington, 
requested  the  additional  assignment  of 
VHF  Channel  12  to  Bellingham.  The 
assignment  of  Channel  12  to  Bellingham 
would  be  accomplished  by  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  3  to  Chilliwack,  Canada, 
in  lieu  of  Channel  12. 

(c)  Statement  in  support  of  KVOS, 
Inc.,  counterproposal.  KVOS,  Inc., 
stated  that  the  assignment  of  Channel 
12  to  Bellingham  would  not  deprive  any 
city  listed  in  the  Third  Notice  of  a  VHP 
or  a  UHF  channel;  that  the  shift  of 
Channel  12  from  Chilliwack  meets  the 
mileage  separation  requirements;  that 
a  grant  of  the  counterproposal  would 
provide  additional  Grade  A  service:  and 
that  a  VHF  channel  w  ould  provide  a  more 
dependable  service  to  a  considerable  area 
than  would  a  UHF  service. 

(d)  The  KVOS,  Inc.,  counterproposal 
would  result  in  an  adjacent  channel  sep¬ 
aration  of  81  miles  between  Chilliwack 
on  Channel  3  and  Victoria,  Canada,  on 
Channel  2  and  an  adjacent  channel  sep¬ 
aration  of  105  miles  between  Chilliwack 
on  Channel  3  and  Seattle,  Washington, 
on  Channel  4. 

(e)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coujit- 
erproposals  to  KVOS,  Inc.,  counterpro¬ 
posal.  Oppositions  and  conflicting 
counterproposals  were  filed  by  Fisher’s 
Blend  Station,  Inc.,  Seattle;  Totem 
Broadcasters,  Inc.,  Seattle;  Twin  Cities 
Broadcasting  Corp.,  Longview',  all  of 
Washington;  and  Central  Willamette 
Broadcasting  Company,  Albany,  Oregon. 

Seattle 

879.  (a)  Census  data.  The  Seattle 
metropolitan  area  has  a  population  of 
733.000.  The  city  of  Seattle  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  468,000. 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Totem  Broad¬ 
casters,  Inc.  Totem  Broadcasters,  Inc., 
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proposed  assignment  of  one  UHF  chan¬ 
nel  to  Albany  is  inadequate,  that  the  city 
of  Albany  had  a  78  percent  increase'  in 
population  between  1940  and  1950,  that 
the  terrain  in  the  area  is  better  adapted 
to  VHP  than  UHF,  and  that  the  assign¬ 
ments  in  the  counterproposal  would  re¬ 
sult  in  a  fairer  and  more  efficient 
utilization  of  the  available  frequencies. 

(d)  The  Central  Willamette  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  counterproposal  would 
result  in  co-channel  separations  of  200 
miles  between  Victoria  and  Portland  on 
Channel  5,  and  212  miles  between  Van¬ 
couver-New  Westminster  and  Longview 
on  Channel  3;  an  adjacent  channel 
separation  of  75  miles  between  Victoria 
on  Channel  5  and  Seattle  on  Channel  6; 
and  the  deletion  of  Channel  12  from 
Chilliwack.  It  was  suggested  in  the 
counterproposal  that  the  Canadian 
Government  could  assign  Channel  3  to 
Chilliwack  to  replace  Channel  12  instead 
of  to  Vancouver-New  Westminster.  This 
suggestion,  however,  would  result  in  the 
deletion  of  Channel  6  from  Vancouver- 
New  Westminster  with  no  VHP  replace¬ 
ment.  It  was  also  suggested  that  the 
Canadian  Government  could  assign  a 
UHF  channel  to  Chilliwack  to  replace 
Channel  12.  In  any  event  the  Central 
Willamette  Broadcasting  Company 
counterpropo.sal  would  require  the  dele¬ 
tion  of  a  VHP  assignment  from  a 
Canadian  city. 

(e)  Opposition  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  Central  Willamette 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Oppositions  and  conflicting  counterpro¬ 
posals  to  the  counterproposal  of  Central 
Willamette  Broadcasting  Company  have 
been  filed  by  KING  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  Seattle:  KVOS,  Inc.,  Bellingham, 
Totem  Broadcasters,  Inc.,  Seattle;  Twin 
Cities  Broadcasting  Corp.,  Longview; 
Fisher’s  Blend  Station,  Inc.,  Seattle,  all 
of  Washington:  and  Lane  Broadcasting 
Company,  Eugene,  Oregon. 

Conclusions:  Seattle  Educational 
Reservation 

882.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
reservation  of  Channel  9  at  Seattle  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

Conclusions:  Albany 

883.  The  Central  Willamette  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  counterproposal  would 
result  in  a  200-mile  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  spacing  between  Victoria,  B.  C.,  and 
Portland  on  Channel  5,  and  a  212-mile 
co-channel  assignment  spacing  between 
Vancouver-New  Westminster,  B.  C.,  and 
Longview  on  Channel  3;  and  Chaniiel  5 
at  Victoria  would  be  75  miles  from  the 
adjacent  channel  assignment,  Channel  6, 
at  Seattle.  Further,  this  counterpro¬ 
posal  would  require  the  deletion  of  Chan¬ 
nel  12  from  Chilliwack  in  Canada.  Cen¬ 
tral  Willamette  Broadcasting  Company 
suggested  that  Channel  12  could  be  re- 


12  to  Albany.  In  Its  sworn  statement,  how¬ 
ever,  Central  Willamette  requested  Channel 
4  In  lieu  of  Channel  12.  Although  several 
parties  have  opposed  the  request  for  the 
assignment  of  Channel  4  on  the  merits,  no 
party  has  objected  to  the  acceptance  of  the 
new  counterproposal  In  this  proceeding. 
Accordingly,  the  Commission  Is  considering 
the  request  for  the  assignment  of  Channel 
4  In  Albany  on  the  merits. 


placed  in  Chilliwack  by  assigning  Chan¬ 
nel  3  to  Chilliwack  instead  of  to  Van¬ 
couver-New  Westminster  as  proposed  in 
the  Central  Willamette  counterproposal, 
or  by  assigning  an  additional  UHF  chan¬ 
nel  to  Chilliwack.  However,  in  any 
event,  the  Central  Willamette  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  counterproposal  would  re¬ 
quire  the  deletion  of  a  VHF  assignment 
from  a  Canadian  community.  The  Cen¬ 
tral  Willamette  Broadcasting  Company 
counterproposal  must  be  denied  for  the 
reasons  set  forth  above  in  our  discussion 
of  Canadian-United  States  television 
assignments. 

Conclusions:  Bellingham,  Longvieio, 
Seattle 

884.  Twin  Cities  Broadcasting  Corpo¬ 
ration  (Plan  1)  would  assign  Channel 
2  to  Longview,  without  making  any  other 
changes  in  assignments.  However, 
Channel  2  at  Longview  would  be  158 
miles  from  the  co-channel  assignment  at 
Victoria,  B.  C.  The  Twin  Cities  Broad¬ 
casting  Corporation  (Plan  1)  counter¬ 
proposal  must  be  denied  for  the  reasons 
set  forth  above  in  the  discussion  of  Cana¬ 
dian-United  States  television  assign¬ 
ments. 

885.  The  remaining  counterproposal 
of  Tw’in  Cities  Broadcasting  Corporation 
(Plan  2),  seeks  a  first  VHF  channel  for 
Longview:  the  counterproposal  of  KVOS, 
Inc.,  seeks  a  first  VHF  channel  for  Bell¬ 
ingham;  and  the  counterproposals  of 
Fisher’s  Blend  Station,  Inc.,  and  Totem 
Broadcasters.  Inc.  seek  a  fifth  VHF  chan¬ 
nel  for  Seattle.  Only  one  of  the  above 
counterproposals  can  be  granted  since 
they  are  all  conflicting.  We  are  of  the 
view  that  the  assignment  of  a  first  VHP 
channel  to  Bellingham,  a  city  of  34,000 
people,  is  to  be  preferred  to  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  a  first  VHF  channel  to  Longview, 
a  city  with  a  population  of  only  20.000, 
or  to  the  assignment  of  a  fifth  VHF  chan¬ 
nel  to  Seattle.  Accordingly,  the  KVOS, 
Inc.  counterproposal  is  granted  and 
Channel  12  is  assigned  to  Bellingham. 
In  order  to  accomplish  this,  Channel  3 
will  be  assigned  to  Chilliwack,  B.  C.  in 
place  of  Channel  12. 

886.  Since  we  have  granted  the  KVOS, 
Inc.,  counterproposal  for  Bellingham, 
the  conflicting  counterproposals  of  Fish¬ 
er’s  Blend  Stations.  Inc.  (Plans  1  and  2) , 
Totem  Broadcasters.  Inc.,  and  Twin  City 
Broadcasting  Corporation  (Plan  2)  must 
be  denied. 

887.  Fisher’s  Blend  Stations,  Inc. 
(Plan  1)  and  Totem  Broadcasters,  Inc., 
in  assigning  a  fifth  VHP  Channel  to  Se¬ 
attle,  would  assign  Channel  3  to  Victoria, 
B.  C.  However,  the  KVOS.  Inc.,  coun¬ 
terproposal  assigns  Channel  3  to  Chilli¬ 
wack,  B.  C.,  81  miles  from  Victoria.  The 
Totem  Broadcasters,  Inc.  counterpro¬ 
posal  and  Fisher’s  Blend  Stations.  Inc. 
(Plan  1)  counterproposal  must  be  denied 
for  the  reasons  set  forth  above  in  our 
discussion  of  Canadian-United  States 
television  assignments. 

888.  The  Fisher’s  Blend  Stations,  Inc. 
(Plan  2)  counterproposal,  in  assigning 
a  fifth  VHP  channel  to  Seattle,  would 
assign  Channel  12  at  Victoria.  B.  C. 
However,  Chanftel  12  at  Victoria  would 
be  only  48  miles  from  the  assignment  of 
Channel  12  in  Bellingham  resulting 
from  our  grant  of  the  KVOS,  Inc.,  coun¬ 


terproposal.  The  Fisher’s  Blend  Sta¬ 
tions,  Inc.  (Plan  2)  counterproposal 
must  be  denied  for  the  reasons  set  forth 
above  in  our  discussion  of  Canadian- 
United  States  television  assignments. 

889.  The  Twin  City  Broadcasting  Cor¬ 
poration  (Plan  2)  counterproposal,  in 
assigning  a  VHP  channel  to  Longview, 
would  assign  Channel  2  to  Vancouver- 
New  Westminster,  B.  C.  However,  in 
granting  the  KVOS,  Inc,,  counterpro¬ 
posal  for  Bellingham,  Channel  3  is  as¬ 
signed  to  Chilliwack,  B.  C.  Channel  3 
at  Chilliwack  would  be  47  miles  from  New 
Westminster  and  58  miles  from  Van¬ 
couver  where  adjacent  Channel  2  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  assigned  by  Twin  City,  The 
Twin  City  Broadcasting  Corporation 
(Plan  2)  counterproposal  must  be  denied 
for  the  reasons  set  forth  above  in  our 
discussion  of  Canadian-United  States 
television  assignments. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


890.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted : 


City 

VIlF  Chan- 

CHK  Chan- 

uel  Xo. 

iiel  No. 

Bidlingham,  Wa.sh . 

12 

IS  24 

Longview.  Wash . 

4,  5,  7, 

20.  M 
55 

Allrany,  Oreg . 

ELLENSBURG,  WASHINGTON 

891.  (a)  Proposed  assignment.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  assignment  of  UHF’  Channel  49  to 
Ellensburg. 

(b)  The  Central  Washington  Broad¬ 
casters.  Inc.,  supported  the  proposed  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  49  to  Ellensburg. 
No  objections  were  filed  to  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  this  channel.** 

Conclusio7is 

892.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  pro¬ 
posed  assignment  of  Channel  49  for 
Ellensburg  is  adopted. 

THE  WASHINGTON  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

893.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice,  the  Commission  proposed 
the  following  reservations  in  Washing¬ 
ton  for  noncommercial  educational  use; 


City ' 

VHF  rh.an- 
lu'l  Xo, 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

rtillman.  Wash . . 

*in 

S«>attli‘,  Wash... . 

•o 

♦  7 

Tacoma,  Wash . 

*3(J 

>  Th(>  .Si'attle  and  Tacoma  cdiic.if  ional  reservations  are 
discussed  cL-i  wliea*  in  tlii.s  rciKirt. 


(b>  Pullman.  The  State  College  of 
Washington  and  the  State  superintend¬ 
ent  of  public  instruction  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  10  in  Pullman 
for  noncommercial  educational  use.  No 
objections  were  filed  to  the  reservation 
of  this  channel. 


No  request  was  made  on  the  record  for 
an  educational  reservation  in  Bellingham. 

“  The  additional  assignment  of  Channel  66 
to  Ellensburg  and  Its  reservation  for  non¬ 
commercial  use  Is  discussed  elsewhere  In 
this  report. 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


<c)  The  Spokane  public  schools  and 
the  State  superint^dent  of  public  in¬ 
struction  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  7  in  Spokane  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  No  objections  were 
filed  to  the  reservation  of  this  channel. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Washington 
State  superintendent  of  public  instruct 
tion.  The  State  superintendent  of  pub¬ 
lic  instruction  requested  the  assignment 
of  one  channel  at  each  of  the  following 
communities  and  its  reservation  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use:  Omak^ 
Okanogan,  Wenatchee,  Ellensburg,  Yak¬ 
ima.  Kennewick-Richland-Pasco,  and 
Walla  Walla. 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  counter¬ 
proposal  of  State  superintendent  of 
public  instruction.  The  State  superin¬ 
tendent  of  public  instruction  stated  that 
the  middle  portion  of  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington  could  not  receive  educational  cov¬ 
erage  from  the  educational  reservations 
proposed  for  Tacoma,  Seattle,  Spokane, 
and  Pullman.  No  objections  were  filed 
to  the  counterproposal  of  the  State  su¬ 
perintendent  of  public  instruction. 

Conclusions 

894.  It  is  our  view  that  the  record  sup¬ 
ports  the  reservation  of  Channel  10  at 
Pullman  and  Channel  7  at  Spokane  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  It  is 
our  view  that  the  record  also  supports 
the  assignment  and  reservation  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  of  a  UHP 
channel  in  Omak-Okanogan,  Wenatchee, 
Ellensburg,  Yakima,  Kennewick-Rich¬ 
land-Pasco,  and  Walla  Walla.  Accord¬ 
ingly.  the  counterproposal  of  the  State 
superintendent  of  public  instructions  for 
the  assignment  and  reservation  of  chan¬ 
nels  to  these  communities  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use  is  granted. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations  ** 


895.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted; 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
uel  Ko. 

j  UHF  Chan. 
iu‘l  No. 

riillni.-in ,  Witch _ 

•10 

S|>ok:iiH',  Wa.'ih . . 

»7 

OmaA-OkauMsan,  Wash.. 

•35 

•45 

Ellenslnjrtr,  Wash.... _ 

•<i5 

Vakima,  Wasli . 

•47 

Kpnn»*wick-  U  i  c h  1  a  u d  • 
I'a-sco,  Wash . 

•41 

V  alia  Walla,  Wash . 

•22 

BOISE,  Idaho;  educational  reservation 

896.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commi.ssion  proposed  the  assignment  to 
Boise  of  VHP  Channels  4.  7,  and  9  with 
Channel  4  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

(b)  The  JCET  and  the  College  of 
Idaho  supported  tlie  reservation  of 
Channel  4  in  Boise  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  KIDO,  Inc. 
KIDO,  Tac.,  requested  that  Channel  9  be 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  instead  of  Channel  4. 

(d>  Statement  in  support  of  KIDO, 
Inc.,  counterproposal,  KIDO,  Inc., 


••  The  Se.'\ttle  and  Tacoma  educational  res¬ 
ervations  are  dl&cussed  elsewhere  in  this 
report. 


Stated  that  VHP  Channels  2-6  were 
preferable  to  VHP  Channels  7-13  for 
coverage  of  rural  areas  such  as  surround 
Boise;  that  it  did  not  appear  likely  a 
noncommercial  educational  station 
would  be  established  in  the  community 
in  the  foreseeable  future;  and  that 
Channel  4  should  be  assigned  for  com¬ 
mercial  use. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  Boise  Valley 
Broadcasters.  Boise  Valley  Broadcast¬ 
ers  requested  that  VHP  Channel  7  or  9 
be  reserved  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  instead  of  Channel  4. 

(f )  Statement  in  support  of  Boise  Val¬ 
ley  Broadcasters  counterproposal.  It 
was  asserted  that  it  did  not  appear  likely 
that  a  noncommercial  educational  sta¬ 
tion  would  be  established  in  the  foresee¬ 
able  future  and  that  Channel  4  should 
be  assigned  for  commercial  use. 

Conclusions 

897.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  record 
supports  the  reservation  of  Channel  4  in 
Boise  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  We  do  not  recognize  differences  in 
VHP  channels  for  assignment  purposes; 
accordingly,  the  requests  of  KIDO,  Inc., 
and  Boise  Valley  Broadcasters  that  the 
educational  reservation  be  shifted  to 
Channel  7  or  9  are  denied  and  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  4  in  Boise  for  non¬ 
commercial  use  is  finalized. 

MOSCOW,  IDAHO;  EDUCATION.AL  RESERVATION 

898.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  UHP  Channel  15  in 
Moscow  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  The  University  of  Idaho  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  Channel  15  in 
Moscow  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  No  objection  was  filed  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  of  this  channel. 


(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Salt  Lake 
City  Broadcasting  Co.  counterproposal. 
Salt  Lake  City  Broadcasting  Co.  stated 
that  the  counterproposal  would  afford  an 
additional  channel  to  Salt  Lake  City 
without  depriving  any  other  community 
or  state  of  a  television  facility  proposed 
under  the  Commission’s  Third  Notice; 
that  the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  2  as 
requested  would  meet  the  Commission’s 
standards;  that  petitioner  proposed  to 
use  a  site  located  on  Oquirrh  Mountain 
Ridge  which  is  about  5,000  feet  above  the 
populated  area  in  and  around  Salt  Lake 
City;  that  the  operation  of  Channel  2  in 
Salt  Lake  City  as  proposed  would  result 
in  a  first  service  to  a  substantial  area 
and  population;  that  the  large  number 
of  persons  in  Salt  Lake  City  justified  the 
grant  of  an  additional  VHP  assignment 
to  that  city;  and  that  the  population  of 
Salt  Lake  City  had  increased  approxi¬ 
mately  20  percent  during  the  10-year 
period  following  the  1940  census.  No 


Conclusions 

899.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  15  in  Moscow  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

LOGAN,  SALT  LAKE  CITY,  OGDEN,  PRICE,  PROVO, 
VERNAL.  UTAH 

900.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  following  as¬ 
signments  and  reservation: 


City 

VRF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

URF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Ix«an,  Utah... . 

2 

12 

11 

» 

4.b,*7 

30 

•18,24 

Opdf>n,  IJt5th  _ 

Price,  rtali . 

I*roTo,  Utah . . 

22.*‘.N 

20.28 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah . 

No  assignment  was  proposed  for  Vernal. 

(b)  Census  data.  'The  standard  met¬ 
ropolitan  area  of  Salt  Lake  City  has  a 
population  of  275,000  and  Salt  Lake  City 
has  a  population  of  182.000.  The  city  of 
Price  has  a  population  of  6,000.  The  city 
of  Vernal  has  a  population  of  3,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  Intermountain 
Broadcasting  and  Television  Corporation 
is  licensed  to  operate  Station  KDYL-’TV 
in  Salt  Lake  City  on  Channel  4.  Radio 
Service  Corporation  of  Utah  is  licensed 
to  operate  Station  KSL-TV  in  Sait  Lake 
City  on  Channel  5. 

Salt  Lake  City 

901.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Salt  Lake 
City  Broadcasting  Company.  Salt  Lake 
City  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  re¬ 
quested  that  VHP  Channel  2  be  assigned 
to  Salt  Lake  City  by  making  the  follow¬ 
ing  changes  in  the  assignments  proposed 
in  the  Third  Notice: 


oppositions  were  filed  to  the  Salt  Lake 
City  counterproposal.** 

(c)  The  Salt  Lake  City  Educational 
Reservation.  Utah  State  Board  of  Edu¬ 
cation.  Ogden  City  Board  of  Education, 
Brigham  Young  University  at  Provo, 
University  of  Utah  at  Salt  Lake  City,  and 
Utah  State  Agricultural  College  at  Lo¬ 
gan  supported  the  reservation  of  Chan¬ 
nel  7  at  Salt  Lake  City  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  No  objections  were 
filed  to  the  proposed  reservation. 


“Oquirrh  Rndlo  &  Television  Company 
filed  a  mutually  exclusive  counterproposal 
requesting  the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  2 
to  Tooele,  Utah.  On  October  1,  1951,  Oquirrh 
Radio  &  Television  Company  withdrew  its 
counterproposal  for  the  use  of  Channel  2  at 
Tooele  “•  •  •  in  favor  of  the  allocation 

of  that  channel  to  Salt  Lake  City.”  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  counterproposal  of  Oquirrh  Radio 
&  Television  Company  will  not  be  considered 
further. 


Third  Notice 

Counterproiwsal 

City 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UIIF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

VIIF  Channel 
No. 

2 

.30 

'a 

.30 

12 

•18,24 

•18,21 

11 

9 

22.  *28 

Ill] 

22.  *2H 

Balt  Luke  City,  Utah . . 

4, 5,  *7 

20,26 

21),  20 

Friday,  May  2,  1952 
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Price 

902.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Eastern 
Utah  Broadcasting  Co.  Eastern  Utah 
Broadcasting  Company,  Price,  Utah,  re¬ 
quested  that  VHP  Channel  6  be  assigned 
to  Price,  Utah,  in  lieu  of  Channel  11. 

(b»  Statement  in  support  of  Eastern 
Utah  Broadcasting  Co.  counterproposal. 
It  was  m*ged  that  the  assignment  of 
Channel  6  to  Price  in  lieu  of  Channel  11 
would  result  in  greater  coverage  and 
that  the  operation  of  Channel  6  in  Price 
would  comply  with  the  Commission’s 
Standards  for  minimum  co-channel  and 
cdiacent  channel  separations. 

(c)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun~ 
terproposals  to  Eastern  Utah  Broadcast ~ 
ir.g  Co.  counterproposals.  Salt  Lake  City 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  stated  that 
its  proposed  “•  •  *  move  of  Chan¬ 

nel  2  to  Salt  Lake  City  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  with  either  Channel  6  or  Chan¬ 
nel  3  substituted  for  Channel  11  assigned 
to  Price,”  and  therefore  that  it  had  no 
objection  to  the  assignment  of  Channel 
6  to  Price. 

Vernal 

903.  (a>  Counterproposal  of  Uintah 
Broadcasting  Company.  Uintah  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  requested  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  Channel  8  to  Vernal.  In 
addition,  Uintah  Broadcasting  Company 
pointed  out  that  conflicts  resulting  from 
the  requested  assisnment  of  Channel  8 
to  Vernal  could  be  resolved  by  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  3  to  Vernal  in  lieu 
of  Channel  8. 

(b>  Statement  in  support  of  Uintah 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Uintah  Broadcasting  Company  urged 
tliat  operation  on  Channel  3  or  Channel 
8  in  Vernal  would  afford  a  flrst  television 
service  to  a  substantial  area  and  popu¬ 
lation. 

,  Ogden 

904.  The  educational  reservation.  The 
Utah  State  Beard  of  Education  supported 
the  reservation  of  Channel  18  in  Ogden. 
The  board  requested  that  this  reserva¬ 
tion  be  maintained  until  educational  in¬ 
stitutions  in  the  area  had  the  opportun¬ 
ity  to  secure  adequate  data  upon  v.’hich 
to  base  decisions  as  to  how'  this  channel 
might  best  be  used  cooperatively  for  edu¬ 
cational  television.  No  objections  to  the 
reservation  were  filed. 

Provo 

905.  The  educational  reservation.  Tire 
Utah  State  Board  of  Education  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  Channel  28  in 
Provo.  The  board  requested  that  this 
reservation  be  continued  until  educa¬ 
tional  institutions  in  the  area  had  the 
opportunity  to  secure  adequate  data 
upon  which  to  base  decisions  as  to  how 
this  channel  might  best  be  used  coop¬ 
eratively  for  educational  television. 
Brigham  Young  University  also  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  the  channel 
and  submitted  resolutions  from  the  Provo 
School  District  Board  of  Education,  the 
Nebo  School  District,  the  Alpene  School 
District,  and  the  Central  Utah  Voca¬ 
tional  School  favoring  the  development 
of  noncommercial  educational  television 
in  Provo.  No  objections  to  the  reserva¬ 
tion  were  filed. 

No.  87— Pt.  II - 17 


Logan 

906.  The  educational  reservation. 
Utah  State  Agricultural  College  at  Logan, 
Utah,  requested  the  reservation  of  a 
channel  on  782-890  me  band  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  in  Logan. 
The  college  stated  that  its  administra¬ 
tion  and  faculty  believe  it  to  be  their  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  make  the  educational  re¬ 
sources  of  the  college  available  to  as 
many  persons  as  possible  through  the 
means  of  an  educational  television  sta¬ 
tion.  Accordingly,  the  college  reported 
that  it  would  give  all  possible  support  to 
a  noncommercial  educational  television 
station  by  providing  talent,  information, 
and  technical  assistance.  No  objections 
were  filed  to  the  college’s  request. 

Conclusions:  Utah  Educational  Reserva¬ 
tions 

907.  On  the  basis  of  the  record  the 
proposed  reservations  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  the  State  of  Utah 
are  finalized.  With  regard  to  Logan, 
the  Commission  is  of  the  opinion,  on  the 
basis  of  the  record,  that  an  assignment 
to  that  city  for  educational  use  Is  war¬ 
ranted.  Accordingly,  UHF  Channel  46 
Is  assigned  to  Logan,  Utah,  and  reserved 
for  noncommercial  educational  use. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHP  Assign¬ 
ments  in  Salt  Lake  City  and  Vernal 

908.  The  counterproposals  for  addi¬ 
tional  VHP  assignments  in  Salt  Lake 
City  and  Vernal  are  in  conformance 
with  the  rules  and  standards  adopted 
herein.  We  believe,  on  the  basis  of  the 
l-ecord,  that  the  assignment  of  a  fourth 
VHP  channel  to  Salt  Lake  City  and  a 
first  VHP  channel  to  Vernal  are  war¬ 
ranted.  Accordingly,  the  counterpro¬ 
posals  of  Salt  Lake  City  Broadcasting 
Co.  and  Uintah  Broadcasting  Company 
are  granted. 

909.  With  respect  to  the  request  of 
Eastern  Utah  Broadcasting  Co.  for  the 
assignment  of  Channel  6  in  Price  in  lieu 
of  Channel  11,  w’e  would  deny  this  re¬ 
quest  since  the  Commission  does  not 
recognize  differences  in  VHP  or  UHP 
channels  for  assignment  purposes.  How¬ 
ever,  since  the  Salt  Lake  City  counter¬ 
proposal  which  we  have  granted  above 
required  a  change  in  the  Price  assign¬ 
ment  and  since  Channel  6  at  Price  would 
be  consistent  with  that  proposal,  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Eastern  Utah  Broadcasting  Co. 
is  granted. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 


910.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  Xo. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  X'o. 

T'tah _ _  . , 

12 

9 

« 

11 

2, 4, 5,  *7 

3 

30,  *4« 
*18, 24 

Oifdcn,  T'tah _  . 

iTice,  t'tah . 

Provo,  t'tah . . 

22.  *28 
20,26 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah . 

Vernal,  Utah . 

PORTLAND,  OREGON 

911.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  to 
Portland  of  VHP  Channels  6,  8,  10,  and 
12  and  UHF  Channels  21  and  27,  with 
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Channel  10  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  . 

(b)  Support  of  proposed  assignments. 
KOIN,  Inc.,  supported  the  assignments 
proposed  for  Portland. 

(c)  The  Portland  educational  reser~ 
vation.  The  University  of  Portland,  the 
Portland  public  schools  and  the  Portland 
Art  Museum  supported  the  reservation 
of  Channel  10  in  Portland  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use.  No  objection 
w'as  filed  to  the  reservation  of  tliis 
channel. 

Conclusions:  The  Educational 
Reservation 

912.  It  is  our  view  that  the  record 
supports  the  proposed  reservation  of 
Channel  10  in  Portland  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 

913.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan-  I 

UHF  Chan- 

Dfl  No. 

Del  No. 

Portland,  Oreg . 

«,8,*10.12 

21,27 

SDGENE,  OREGON 

914.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  to 
Eugene  of  VHP  Channel  9  and  UHP 
Channels  20  and  26  with  Channel  9  re¬ 
served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Eugene 
has  a  population  of  36,000.  The  city  of 
Medford  has  a  population  of  17,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  KUGN,  Inc. 
KUGN,  Inc.  requested  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  of  VHP  Channel  11  to  Eugene 
without  making  any  other  changes  in 
the  assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  KUGS, 
Inc.,  counterproposal.  KUGN,  Inc. 
stated  that  the  city  of  Eugene  and  Lane 
County  in  which  it  is  situated  contain 
the  second  largest  concentration  of  pop¬ 
ulation  in  the  State  of  Oregon;  KUGN, 
Inc.  recognized  that  the  separation  be¬ 
tween  Eugene  and  Yreka  City,  Califor¬ 
nia,  where  Channel  11  is  proposed  to  be 
assigned  by  the  Third  Notice  is  163  miles, 
but  asserted  that  the  intervening  ter¬ 
rain  is  composed  of  rough  mountainous 
areas  and  that  no  serious  interference 
would  occur. 

(e)  Channel  13  can  be  assigned  at  Eu¬ 
gene  in  accordance  with  the  standards 
without  making  any  other  changes  in 
the  assignments  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice. 

(f)  Opposition  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  KUGN,  Inc.,  counterpro¬ 
posal.  No  opposition  or  conflicting 
counterproposals  were  filed  to  the  coun¬ 
terproposal  of  KUGN,  Inc. 

(g)  Counterproposal  of  Lane  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Eugene,  Oregon. 
Lane  Broadcasting  Company  requested 
that  either  VHP  Channel  4  or  5,  proposed 
to  be  assigned  in  the  Third  Notice  to 
Medford,  Oregon,  be  deleted  from  that 
community  and  assigned  to  Eugene. 

(h)  Statement  in  support  of  Lane 
Broadcasting  counterproposal,  Lai^e 
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Broadcasting  Company  stated  that  Eu¬ 
gene  is  one  of  the  principal  market  areas 
of  the  State  of  Oregon  and  with  respect 
to  population,  commercial  market  data 
and  cultural  background  is  second  only 
in  the  State  of  Oregon  to  the  city  of 
Portland. 

(1)  Opposition  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposal  to  Lane  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal.  A  conflicting 
counterproposal  was  filed  by  Central 
Willamette  Broadcasting  Company,  Al¬ 
bany,  Oregon.  We  have  elsewhere  in 
this  report  denied  this  proposal  for  the 
reasons  there  stated. 

(j)  The  Eugene  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  University  of  Oregon  at  Eu¬ 
gene  and  School  District  No.  4  of  Lane 
County  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  9  in  Eugene  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  No  objection  was  filed 
to  the  reservation  of  this  channel. 

Conclusions:  The  Educational 
Reservation 


tional  use.  No  objections  were  filed  to 
the  reservation  of  this  channeL 

Conclusions 

920.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  7  in  Corvallis  for 
noncommercial  use  is  finalized. 

SALEM,  OREGON;  EDUCAKONAL  RESERVATION 

921.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  UHP  Channel  18  in 
Salem  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

( b)  Willamette  University  and  Oregon 
State  Department  of  Education  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  Channel  18  in 
Salem  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  No  objections  were  filed  to  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  this  channel. 

Conclusions 

922.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  18  in  Salem  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  is  finalized. 


STATE  or  MONTANA;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

927.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  reservations  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use: 


City 

VII F  Chan- 
nel  No. 

UnF  Chan- 
IK-l  No. 

BillinRS,  Mont _ _ _ 

•11 

•9 

•23 

►  *0 

•11 

(b)  Billings.  The  Eastern  Montana 
College  of  Education  supported  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  VHP  Channel  11  at  Billings. 
The  following  educational  organizations 
and  groups  joined  with  Eastern  Montana 
College  in  support  of  the  reservation: 
Billings  Business  College;  Billings  Com¬ 
mercial  Club;  Mayor  of  Billings;  Billings 
Ministerial  Association;  Superintendent 
of  Schools,  Laurel,  Montana;  County 
Superintendent  of  Schools,  Yellowstone 
County,  Billings;  Rocky  Mountain  Col¬ 
lege;  Postmaster,  U.  S.  Post  Office,  Bil¬ 
lings;  P.  T.  A.  City  Council;  Superin¬ 
tendent  School  District  No.  2,  Billings; 
and  Centi'al  Catholic  High  School.  The 
JCETT  also  supported  this  reservation. 
No  objection  was  filed  to  this  reservation. 

(c)  Bozeman  and  Miles  City.  The 
JCET  supported  the  reservation  of  VHP 
Channel  9  In  Bozeman  and  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  6  in  Miles  City  and  requested  that 
these  reservations  be  made  final.  No 
objections  were  filed  to  these  reserva¬ 
tions. 

(d)  Great  Falls.  The  College  of  Great 
Falls  supported  the  reservation  of  Chan¬ 
nel  23  at  Great  Falls.  The  JCET  also 
supported  this  reservation.  The  College 
of  Great  Falls  requested  that  UHP  Chan¬ 
nel  23  be  reserved  until  it,  either  alone  or 
In  cooperation  w’ith  other  educational 
Institutions,  was  able  to  establish  and 
maintain  an  educational  television  sta¬ 
tion.  No  oppositions  to  the  reservation 
were  filed. 

(e)  Missoula.  The  University  of  Mon- 
tana  and  the  Executive  Board  of  the 
University  supported  the  reservation  of 
VHP  Channel  11  at  Missoula,  Montana. 
Support  of  the  reservation  was  also  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Public  Schools  of  Mis¬ 
soula  and  the  Missoula  P.  T.  A.  Council, 
Missoula  County  Schools,  Missoula 
County  High  School,  and  the  Montana 
Federation  of  Women’s  Clubs.  No  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  proposed  reservation  was 
received. 

Conclusions 

928.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  of  the  above  channels 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  are 
finalized. 

Final  Reservations 


929.  The  following  reservations  are 
adopted: 


City 

VII F  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Billinys.  Mont _ 

•11 

Bozonian,  Mont...... _ 

•9 

Great  Falls,  Mont........ 

•23 

Niles  City,  Mont.... _ 

•6 

Missoula,  Mont . 

•11 

915.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res- 
ervaton  of  Channel  9  in  Eugene  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Assign¬ 
ment  in  Eugene 

916.  We  believe  that  the  record  sup¬ 
ports  the  addition  of  a  VHF  channel  in 
Eugene.  The  counterproposal  of  KUGN, 
Inc.,  to  assign  Channel  11  to  that  com¬ 
munity  cannot  be  granted  since  it  would 
result  in  an  assignment  separation  be¬ 
low  the  minimum  separation  require¬ 
ments  adopted  herein. 

917.  The  counterproposal  of  Lane 
Broadcasting  Company  would  result  in 
the  deletion  of  a  VHP  channel  proposed 
to  be  assigned  to  Medford.  Although  it  is 
our  view  that  the  record  supports  the 
basis  for  the  assignment  of  an  additional 
VHP  channel  to  Eugene,  we  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  assignment  need  be 
achieved  at  the  expense  of  deleting  one  of 
the  two  VHP  channels  assigned  to  Med¬ 
ford.  We  are  persuaded  to  this  conclu¬ 
sion  in  view  of  the  feasibility  of  the  as¬ 
signment  of  VHP  Channel  13  at  Eugene. 
Accordingly,  the  counterproposal  of 
KUGN,  Inc.,  and  Lane  Broadcasting 
Company  in  so  far  as  they  request  the  as¬ 
signment  of  an  additional  VHF  channel 
to  Eugene  are  granted  by  the  assignment 
of  VHP  Channel  13  to  that  community. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


918.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Eugene,  On*g . . 

•9. 13 

20,26 

CORVALLIS,  OREGON;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

919.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  VHF  Channel  7  in 
Corvallis  for  noncommercial  educational 
use. 

(b)  Oregon  State  Agricultural  College 
supported  the  reservation  of  Channel  7 
jn  Corvallis  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 


EUTTE,  MONTANA 

923.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  to 
Butte  of  VHF  Channels  4,  6,  and  7  with 
Channel  7  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  city  of  Butte 
has  a  population  of  33,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Copper  Broad¬ 
casting  Company.  Copper  Broadcasting 
Company  requested  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  of  UHF  Channel  15  to  Butte 
without  making  any  other  changes  in  the 
channels  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Copper 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Copper  Broadcasting  Company  stated 
that  two  commercial  VHF  channels  W’ere 
Insufficient  to  meet  the  needs  of  Butte. 
.  (e)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  counterproposal  of  Cop¬ 
per  Broadcasting  Company.  No  opposi¬ 
tions  or  conflicting  counterproposals 
were  filed  to  the  counterproposal  of  Cop¬ 
per  Broadcasting  Company. 

(f )  The  Butte  educational  reservation. 
The  JCET  supported  the  reservation  of 
Channel  7  in  Butte  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  No  objections  were 
filed  to  the  reservation  of  this  channel. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

924.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  VHP  Channel  7  in  Butte  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

Conclusions:  Channel  15 

925.  It  is  our  view  that  the  record  sup¬ 
ports  the  basis  for  the  grant  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  channel  to  Butte,  Accordingly, 
the  counterproposal  of  Copper  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  is  granted  and  Chan¬ 
nel  15  is  assigned  to  Butte. 

Fmal  Assignmeii.ts  and  Reservation 


926.  'The  following  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


City 

VII F  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Butte,  Mont....... . 

4.6,  *7 

-15 

Friday,  May  2,  1952 


FEDERAL  REGISTER 
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ALBUQXTERQUE,  ROSWELL,  AND  SANTA  EE,  NEW 

Mexico;  educational  reservations 

930.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  the  following  chan¬ 
nels  in  New  Mexico: 

VHF 

City:  *  Channel  No. 

Albuquerque.  N.  Mex -  *5 

Roewell,  N.  Mex — . — - -  *3 

Santa  Pe,  N.  Mex - -  *9 

(b)  Albuquerque.  The  JCET  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation  of  Channel  5  in 
Albuquerque  submitting  statements  of 
the  University  of  Mexico  and  the  New 
Mexico  State  Department  of  Education. 
No  oppositions  to  the  proposed  reserva¬ 
tions  were  filed. 

(c)  Roswell.  The  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  3  in  Roswell  sub¬ 
mitting  a  statement  of  the  New  Mexico 
Military  Institute  at  Roswell.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  University  of  Eastern  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  and  the  New  Mexico  Board  of  Educa¬ 
tion  supported  the  reservation.  No 
oppositions  to  the  proposed  reservation 
were  filed. 

(d)  Santa  Fe.  The  Santa  Fe  Munic¬ 
ipal  Schools  supported  the  reservation 
of  Channel  9  in  Santa  Fe.  The  Board  of 
Education  of  New  Mexico  stated  that  it 
was  engaged  in  a  survey  as  to  the  needs 
of  the  community,  the  costs  of  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation,  and  the  extent  that 
educational  television  could  be  used  in 
the  community.  The  JCET  also  sup¬ 
ported  the  reservation,  submitting  a 
statement  of  the  Archdiocese  of  Santa  Fe 
expressing  interest  in  and  a  willingness 
to  cooperate  with  other  educational 
agencies  In  the  establishment  and  sup¬ 
port  of  a  noncommercial  educational 
television  station.  No  oppositions  to  the 
proposed  reservation  were  filed.  ' 

Conclusions 

931.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the 
reservation  of  Channel  5  in  Albuquerque, 
Channel  3  in  Roswell  and  Channel  9  in 
Santa  Fe  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  are  finalized. 

CALLUP,  RATON,  AND  SILVER  CITY,  NEW 
MEXICO 

932.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  following  assignments: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Gallup _  _ - 

3,10 

Ratori . . . . 

46 

Silver  City _ _ 

n 

(b)  Census  data.  Gallup  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  9,000;  Raton  a  population  of 
8,000;  and  Silver  City  a  population  of 
7,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  New  Mexico 
State  Department  of  Education.  The 
New  Mexico  State  Department  of  Educa¬ 
tion  requested  the  reservation  of  chan¬ 
nels  in  Gallup,  Raton,  and  Silver  City  for 
noncommercial  educational  use,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


City 

Third  Notice 

jCounterproposal 

VHF 
Chan-  1 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan- 
1  nel  No. 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  Na 

Gallup,  K.  Mex . 

8,10 

46 

*3,10 

*46 

Silver  City,  N.  Mex. 

12 

*12 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  New  Mex¬ 
ico  State  Department  of  Education 
counterproposal.  The  Department  of 
Education  pointed  out  that  New  Mexico 
is  a  rural  state  with  population  unevenly 
distributed  and  that  approximately  one- 
half  of  the  counties  in  the  State,  the 
more  rural  counties,  do  not  have  super¬ 
visors  or  special  teachers  to  aid  the 
State’s  educational  program.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Education  urged  that  the 
use  of  educational  television  would  en¬ 
able  available  personnel  to  extend  their 
services  and  make  them  more  effective. 
The  Department  of  Education  stated 
that  the  education  of  adults  is  a  particu¬ 
larly  pressing  problem  in  the  State,  and 
that  it  believes  the  use  of  television 
would  make  it  possible  and  feasible  to 
carry  on  adult  educational  programs 
without  the  expenditure  of  large  sums 
which  are  not  now  available.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Education  stated  that  the 
reservation  of  six  channels  in  New  Mex¬ 
ico  (three  proposed  in  the  Third  Notice 
and  three  additional  requests  would 
afford  adequate  coverage  to  tyhe  State.) 
It  was  contended  that  the  topography 
requires  six  stations  to  obtain  the  desired 
coverage.  The  Department  of  Educa¬ 
tion  argued  that  the  reservation  of  these 
channels  was  indispensable  in  order  to 
provide  sufficient  time  to  explore  all 
aspects  of  educational  television  and  to 
raise  funds  necessary  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  the  noncommercial 
educational  television  stations.  No  op¬ 
positions  to  the  proposed  reservations 
were  filed. 

Conclusions 

933.  The  Commission  Is  of  the  view 
that  the  record  supports  the  basis  for 
reserving  channels  in  Gallup.  Raton,  and 
Silver  City  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  However,  we  do  not  believe 
the  only  channels  in  Raton  and  Silver 
City  and  one  of  two  channels  in  Gallup 
should  be  reserved  in  light  of  the  needs 
in  those  communities  for  commercial 
service.  Accordingly,  Channel  8  will  be 
added  to  Gallup,  Channel  52  will  be  added 
to  Raton,  and  Channel  10  will  be  added 
to  Silver  City,  all  to  be  reserved  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use.  The  addi¬ 
tion  of  Channel  10  in  Silver  City,  which 
Is  within  250  miles  of  the  Mexican  border, 
has  been  reflected  in  the  Mexican-United 
States  Television  Agreement,  as  modified. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 


934.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted : 


City 

VII F  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan- 
nel  No. 

Gallup,  N.  Mex _ 

8,  *8, 10 

Raton,  N.  Mex _ I 

46,  *52 

Silver  City,  N.  Mex . 

*16,12 

YUMA,  ARIZONA 

935.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  two  channels  to 
Yuma,  Arizona;  VHF  Channels  11  and  13. 

(b)  Census  data.  Yuma,  Arizona,  has 
a  population  of  9,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  American 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.  American 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  Los  An¬ 
geles,  California,  filed  a  counterproposal 
which,  among  oUier  changes,  would  sub¬ 
stitute  VHF  Channel  9  and  UHF  Channel 
47  in  Yuma  for  VHF  Channels  11  and  13 
In  an  effort  to  avoid  duplication  of  VHP 
Channels  7  and  9  in  Los  Angeles  and 
Mexicali,  Mexico  as  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice.  Since  the  filing  of  the  ABC  coun¬ 
terproposal,  however,  the  Mexican- 
United  States  Television  Agreement  has 
substituted  Channel  3  in  Mexicali  for 
Chanels  7  and  9,  and  ABC  has  supported 
these  assignments.  Accordingly,  the 
counterproposal  of  ABC  for  Yuma  is  moot 
and  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  this 
Report. 

Final  Assignments 


936.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted; 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Yuma,  Ariz.... ........... 

11,13 

PHOENIX  AND  TUCSON,  ARIZONA; 
EDUCATIONAL  RESERVATION 


937.  (a)  Proposed  reservation.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  reservation  of  VHF  Channel  8  in 
Phoenix  and  VHF  Channel  6  in  Tucson 
for  noncommercial  educational  use, 

(b)  Phoenix.  The  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  8  in  Phoenix  sub¬ 
mitting  statements  of  the  Dean  of  Phoe¬ 
nix  College  and  Arizona  State  College 
at  Tempe,  Arizona,  in  support  of  the 
reservation.  No  oppositions  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  were  filed. 

(c)  Tucson.  The  University  of  Ari¬ 
zona  supported  the  reservation  of  Chan¬ 
nel  6  in  Tucson  stating  that  the  Tucson 
Public  Schools  had  expressed  a  willing¬ 
ness  to  cooperate  in  the  establishment 
and  operation  of  an  educational  tele¬ 
vision  station.  The  JCET  also  supported 
the  reservation.  No  oppositions  to  the 
proposed  reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

938.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  Channel  8  in  Phoenix  and 
Channel  6  in  Tucson  for  noncommercial 
educational  use  is  finalized. 

SACRAMENTO,  FRESNO,  SANTA  BARBARA, 
VISALIA,  CAUFORNIA 

939.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and  res¬ 
ervations.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Com¬ 
mission  proposed  the  following  assign¬ 
ments  and  reservations: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan- 
nel  No. 

Pacramonto.  Calif _ 

e,io 

12 

*40,  46 
•IH,  24 
2t),26 

8 
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(b)  Census  data.  The  Sacramento 
standard  metropolitan  area  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  277.000  and  the  city  of  Sacra¬ 
mento  a  population  of  138.000.  The 
Fresno  standard  metropolitan  area  has  a 
population  of  277.000  and  the  city  of 
Fresno  has  a  population  of  92.000.  Santa 
Barbara  has  a  population  of  45.000. 
Visalia  has  a  population  of  12.000. 

Sacramento 

940.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  McClatchy 
Broadcasting  Company.  McClatchy 
Broadcasting  Company  requested  the  ad¬ 
ditional  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  3  to 
Sacramento  by  substituting  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  4  in  Reno.  Nevada,  for  VHF  Channel 
3.  as  follows:  ** 


City 

Third  Notice  1 

i 

Counter- 
1  proposal 

VHF 

Chan¬ 

nel 

No. 

UHF 

Chan¬ 

nel 

No. 

VHF 

Chan¬ 

nel 

No. 

UHF 

Chan¬ 

nel 

No. 

Fiwramento,  Calif.... 
Ki’iio,  Ncv . . 

«,10 

3,8 

•40, 4« 
•21,27  j 

13  J  .6. 10 
14],  8 

•40,46 

•21,27 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Mc¬ 
Clatchy  Broadcasting  Company  counter¬ 
proposal.  McClatchy  Broadcasting 
Company  stated  that  Sacramento  is  the 
capital  of  California  and  is  one  of  the 
fastest  growing  metropolitan  areas  in  the 
United  States.  It  was  asserted  that  Sac¬ 
ramento  increased  28.1  percent  in  popu¬ 
lation  in  the  10-year  period  between  1940 
and  1950.  and  that  during  this  same 


(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Harmco~ 
KCRA  counterproposal.  Harmco.  Inc., 
and  KCRA,  Inc.,  noted  that  there  are 
four  AM  and  three  FM  stations  operating 
in  Sacramento;  and  that  there  were 
18,500  VHF  television  receivers  in  use  in 
the  Sacramento  trading  area  as  of  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  1951.  It  was  urged  that  Sac¬ 
ramento  could  support  an  additional 
VHF  channel  and  that  such  assignment 
w'ould  enable  the  establishment  of  “a 
truly  competitive  television  service.” 

(e)  Channel  3  in  Sacramento  would 
be  209  miles  from  the  closest  co-channel 
assignment  in  Eureka,  California:  and  80 
miles  from  the  adjacent  channel  Station 
KRON-TV  operating  on  Channel  4  in 
San  Francisco;  and  75  and  68  miles,  re¬ 
spectively,  from  the  adjacent  channel  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  2  in  San  Francisco- 
Oakland.  Channel  4  in  Reno  would  be 
190  miles  from  the  transmitter  of  KRON- 
TV  operating  in  San  Francisco  on  Chan¬ 
nel  4.  All  of  the  above,  communities  are 
situated  in  Zone  n  and  the  above  as¬ 
signments  would  meet  the  minimum  re- 


**11  was  stated  that  Channels  2,  5,  and  11 
could  also  be  assigned  to  Reno. 


period,  the  Sacramento  metropolitan 
area  increased  61.8  percent  in  popula¬ 
tion.  McClatchy  urged  that  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  3  in  Sacramento  is 
justified,  in  that  it  would  meet  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  sections  1  and  307  (b)  of  the 
Communications  Act,  to  provide  a  fair, 
more  efiQcient  and  equitable  distribution 
of  television  facilities  than  would  the 
Third  Notice.  It  was  submitted  that  this 
assignment  would  conform  to  the  prin¬ 
ciples  expressed  by  the  priorities.  Mc¬ 
Clatchy  Broadcasting  Company  submit¬ 
ted  that  those  counterproposals  conflict¬ 
ing  with  the  assignment  of  VHF  Channel 
3  to  Sacramento  should  be  rejected  in 
light  of  the  urgent  need  for  an  additional 
VHF  assignment  at  Sacramento.  Mc¬ 
Clatchy  pointed  out  that  the  Commission 
has  proposed  five  VHF  and  five  UHF 
channels  for  San  Francisco  and  a  total 
of  only  four  channels  for  Sacramento, 
and  argued  that  the  equities  favor  the 
assignment  of  an  additional  channel  to 
Sacramento.  It  was  also  contended  that 
an  additional  VHF  channel  in  Sacra¬ 
mento  is  to  be  preferred  over  an  addi¬ 
tional  channel  for  Fresno. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Harmco,  Inc., 
and  KCRA,  Inc.  Harmco,  Inc.,  and 
KCRA,  Inc.,  filed  a  joint  counterproposal 
requesting  the  assignment  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  VHF  channel  to  Sacramento. 
Two  plans  for  accomplishing  this  assign¬ 
ment  were  proffered:  Plan  1  would  sub¬ 
stitute  Channel  2  or  4  in  Reno  for 
Channel  3,  and  Plan  2  w'ould  substitute 
a  UHF  channel  in  Monterey  for  VHF 
Channel  8  and  Channel  11  for  Channel  8 
in  Reno,  as  follows: 


quired  separations  for  assignments  in 
this  Zone.  Channel  2,  5,  or  11  in  Reno, 
how’evcr,  would  not  meet  the  required  190 
mile  minimum  separation  for  co-channel 
assignments.  Channel  8  at  Sacramento 
would  meet  the  minimum  required  mile¬ 
age  spacings  for  Zone  II. 

(f)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  McClatchy  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  and  Harmco-KCRA 
counterproposals.  The  McClatchy 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal 
was  opposed  by  the  California  Inland 
Broadcasting  Company,  Fresno,  Califor¬ 
nia;  Columbia  Broadcasting  System, 
Inc. ;  and  the  Chronicle  Publishing  Com¬ 
pany,  licensee  of  Station  KRON-TV  op¬ 
erating  on  Channel  4  in  San  Francisco. 
The  McClatchy  counterproposal  conflicts 
with  the  California  Inland  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal  and  several 
counterproposals  seeking  additional  VHF 
channels  for  San  Fiancisco-Oakland. 
The  San  Francisco-Oakland  counterpro¬ 
posals  have  been  denied  elsewhere  in  this 
report.  The  Harmco-KCRA  counterpro¬ 
posal  was  opposed  by  the  Monterey  Ra¬ 
dio-Television  Company,  Monterey,  Cali¬ 


fornia;  Kenyon  Browm,  Reno,  Nevada; 
the  American  Broadcasting  Company’ 
Inc.,  operating  Station  KGO-TV  on 
Channel  7  in  San  FYancisco;  and  the 
Chronicle  Publishing  Company.  The 
Harmco-KCRA  counterproposal  conflicts 
with  the  counterproposals  of  Television 
California,  Oakland,.  California;  Cali¬ 
fornia  Inland  Broadcasting  Company, 
Fresno,  California;  Kenyon  Brown,  Reno, 
Nevada;  Tribune  Building  Company, 
Oakland,  California;  Salinas  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  Salinas,  California; 
KROW,  Inc.,  Oakland,  California;  and 
CBS,  Inc,,  San  Francisco,  California.  In 
its  oppositions  to  the  Sacramento  coun¬ 
terproposal,  CBS  argued  that  it  was  more 
important,  in  order  to  afford  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  a  Nation-wide  competitive 
^  television  service,  to  provide  an  addi¬ 
tional  VHF  channel  in  San  Francisco 
than  to  provide  an  additional  VHF  as¬ 
signment  for  Sacramento.  Chronicle 
Publishing  Company  opposed  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  3  in  Sacramento  con¬ 
tending  that  it  would  degrade  the  service 
of  Station  KRON-TV  on  Channel  4  in 
San  Francisco.  For  the  same  reason, 
KRON-TV  opposed  the  assignment  of 
Channel  4  in  Reno.  Monterey  Radio- 
Television  Company  opposed  the  Harm¬ 
co-KCRA  plan  insofar  as  it  would  delete 
VHF  Channel  8  from  Monterey,  and 
urged  that  it  was  possible  to  assign  an 
additional  VHF  channel  to  Sacramento 
without  deleting  the  Monterey  assign¬ 
ment.  ABC,  Inc.,  opposed  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  8  in  Sacramento  if  it 
would  mean  a  limitation  on  the  power  of 
Station  KGO-TV  operating  on  Channel 
7  in  San  Francisco. 

(g)  Sacramento  educational  reserva¬ 
tion.  The  Sacramento  City  Unified 
School  District  supported  the  proposed 
reservation  of  UHF  Channel  40  in  Sacra¬ 
mento  for  noncommercial  educational 
use,  stating  the  preparations  were  under 
way  to  study  and  advise  with  the  Sacra¬ 
mento  Area  Educational  Television  Com¬ 
mittee  concerning  the  joint  cooperation 
in  the  operation  of  an  educational  sta¬ 
tion.  The  director  of  the  Grant  Union 
High  School  and  Technical  College  filed 
a  request  on  behalf  of  the  Sacramento 
Area  Educational  Television  Committee 
that  VHF  Channel  6  be  reserved  in  Sac¬ 
ramento  rather  than  UHF  Channel  40. 
This  committee  represents  the  Amador, 
Colusa,  Sacramento,  Stanislaus,  Yolo, 
and  Yuba  County  Public  School  Systems. 
It  was  contended  that  a  VHP  assignment 
was  required  in  Sacramento  to  provide 
adequate  coverage  in  a  region  of  high 
mountain  ranges  and  large  valleys.  No 
oppositions  to  the  proposed  reservation 
or  the  request  for  a  VHP  reservation  were 
filed. 

Fresno 

941.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Mc¬ 
Clatchy  Broadcasting  Company.  Mc¬ 
Clatchy  Broadcasting  Company  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignment  of 
three  additional  VHP  channels  to  Fresno 
by  substituting  Channel  11  for  Channel  5 
in  Goldfield,  Nevada;  Channel  13  for 
Channel  9  in  Tonopah,  Nevada;  and 
Channel  12  for  Channel  13  in  Las  Vtgas, 
Nevada,  as  indicated  below : 
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(b)  Statement  in  support  of  Mc~ 
Clatchy  Broadcasting  Company  counter- 
proposal.  McClatchy  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  urged  that  Fresno  is  the  central 
city  of  the  Fresno  standard  metropolitan 
area,  which  increased  in  population  53.6 
percent  since  1940.  It  was  also  stated 
that  the  Fresno  city  population  in¬ 
creased  49.3  percent  since  1940.  It  v/as 
urged  that  the  assignments  proposed  for 
Fresno  in  the  Third  Notice  are  inade¬ 
quate,  particularly  since  only  one  VHP 
channel  is  assigned  to  that  community 
and  one  of  the  two  UHF  channels  is  re¬ 
served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  It  w'as  argued  that  the  size  and 
importance  of  Fresno  requires  the  as¬ 
signment  of  at  least  three  additional 
VHP  channels.  McClatchy  argued  that 
the  operation  of  Channels  5,  7,  and  9 
would  be  feasible  in  Fresno.  It  was 
stated  that  Channel  5  at  Fresno  would 
be  161  miles  from  Station  KPIX  op¬ 
erating  on  Channel  5  in  San  Francisco; 
Channel  7  would  be  162.5  miles  from 
Station  KGO-TV  operating  on  Channel 
7  in  San  Francisco;  and  Channel  9 
would  be  161  miles  from  San  Fi-ancisco 
and  155  miles  from  Oakland,  w'here 
Channel  9  is  assigned.  McClatchy  sub¬ 
mitted  that  while  these  assignments 
would  result  in  separations  “somewhat 
less  than  those  specified”  in  the  Third 
Notice,  the  safety  factor  provided  by  the 
mountain  range  between  Fresno  and 
San  Francisco  “will  set  off  the  effect  of 
reduced^  distance  and  enable  full  power 
operations  from  the  Fresno  site.”  It 
was  argued  that  where  there  are  unusual 
terrain  conditions,  such  as  exist  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  it  would  be  good  engineering 
practice  to  apply  these  geographical  ad¬ 
vantages  to  the  assignment  of  television 
facilities.  Data  has  been  submitted  con¬ 
cerning  high  frequency  field  intensity 
measurements  made  across  a  mountain 
path  between  the  period  of  August  17 
and  September  17,  1951,  in  support  of 
McClatchy’s  proposal.  McClatchy  con¬ 
tended  that  mountainous  terrain  has  a 
substantial  effect  on  the  propagation 
along  the  same  length  path  over  rela¬ 
tively  smooth  terrain.  It  was  argued 
that  the  measurements  submitted  by 
McClatchy  demonstrate  that  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  signal  due  to  the  mountainous 
terrain  would  be  on  the  order  of  7  db, 
and  that  such  a  reduction  should  permit 
closer  spacings  of  co-channel  stations  in 
this  area.  McClatchy  also  submitted 
that  the  same  degree  of  protection  af¬ 
forded  by  a  co-channel  spacing  of  170 
miles  could  be  obtained  by  a  slight  re¬ 
duction  in  power.  McClatchy  urged 
that  the  Commission  must  strike  a  bal¬ 
ance  between  the  need  for  more  VHP 
service  and  an  endeavor  to  give  a  few 
stations  a  wider  service  range.  It  was 
also  urged  that,  if  necessary,  distances 
could  be  maintained  by  proper  site 
selection. 


(c)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  McClatchy  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal.  Oppositions 
to  the  McClatchy  Company  counterpro¬ 
posal  have  been  filed  by  KPIX,  Inc.,  and 
American  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
San  Francisco,  California.  American 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  licensee  of 
Station  KGO-TV  operating  on  Channel 
7  in  San  Francisco,  pointed  out  that  the 
McClatchy  counterproposal  would  in¬ 
volve  co-channel  operation  between 
KGO-TV  and  Fresno  at  162.5  miles. 
ABC  urged  that,  while  there  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  that  the  terrain  may  affect  the 
coverage  which  a  television  station  may 
expect  to  provide,  the  terrain  between 
the  transmitter  and  the  receiver,  sep¬ 
arated  by  a  distance  comparable  to  that 
between  Fresno  and  San  Francisco,  may 
have  little  or  no  effect  on  the  tropo¬ 
spheric  propagation  over  that  path.  It 
was  noted  that  tropospheric  propagation 
includes  all  transmissions  resulting  from 
departure  from  the  standard  atmosphere 
and  that  the  troposphere  is  that  portion 
of  the  earth’s  atmosphere  occupying  the 
space  above  the  earth  up  to  about  6 
miles.  ABC  contended  that  when  this 
is  taken  into  consideration,  the  existence 
of  a  mountain  range  of  only  a  few  thou¬ 
sand  feet  in  height,  occupying  but  a  small 
percentage  of  the  total  path,  might  have 
little  influence  on  interfering  signals 
propagated  through  the  troposphere.  It 
was  stated  that,  moreover,  service  field 
calculations  indicate  that  under  certain 
conditions  higher  than  a  normal  field 
behind  a  mountain  might  be  expected 
than  would  be  predicted  from  propaga¬ 
tion  curves  based  on  the  assumption  of  a 
smooth  earth.  It  w’as  also  urged  by  ABC 
that  the  field  intensity  measurements 
submitted  on  behalf  of  McClatchy  w'ere 
made  at  a  single  point  approximately 
100  miles  from  the  transmitter  site  of 
KRON-TV  in  the  direction  of  Fiesno. 
The  measurements  consisted  of  continu¬ 
ous  recordings  of  the  field  strength  of 
KHON-TV  over  a  period  of  only  one 
month.  It  was  noted  in  the  discussion 
of  these  field  intensity  measurements 
that  no  information  was  offered  as  to 
whether  investigations  were  made  to  de¬ 
termine  that  the  site  selected  for  the 
recordings  was  one  in  which  a  generally 
homogenous  field  existed,  nor  was  in¬ 
formation  given  as  to  whether  the  gen¬ 
eral  area  was  probed  at  pertinent  loca¬ 
tions  or  at  antenna  heights  different 
from  those  used  for  the  recordings.  It 
was  also  noted  that  Channel  7  is  in  a 
different  portion  of  the  spectrum  from 
Channel  4.  and  from  the  FM  frequencies 
under  which  the  measurements  were 
made.  It  was,  therefore,  submitted  by 
ABC  that  any  conclusions  drawn  from 
these  measurements  can  only  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  FM  frequency  spectrum  or 
to  Channels  2  through  6.  It  was  urged 
that  it  would  be  unsound  to  assign  co¬ 


channel  television  stations  in  Fresno  and 
San  Francisco  based  on  very  limited 
data  such  as  that  offered  by  McClatchy. 
It  was  also  pointed  out  that  there  was 
no  Indication  given  whether  the  fields  re¬ 
ceived  were  due  to  ground  wave  trans¬ 
missions  or  to  tropospheric  propagation 
and  that  there  was  no  information  to 
indicate  whether  the  field  intensity  level 
on  Channel  7  might  be  the  same  or  en¬ 
tirely  different  from  the  field  intensities 
which  were  actually  recorded.  It  was 
also  noted  that  there  was  no  information 
indicating  that  the  field  intensity  of  the 
stations  which  were  recorded  and  of  the 
other  stations  in  San  Francisco  might  be 
the  same  or  entirely  different,  10,  20.  or 
30  miles  farther  from  San  Francisco. 
ABC  pointed  out  that  there  was  no  in¬ 
formation  in  the  report  indicating  v;hat 
level  field  intensity  might  be  expected  in 
the  San  Francisco  service  area  from  a 
television  station  operating  in  Fresno. 
Accordingly,  ABC  concluded  tliat  the 
only  thing  that  might  be  derived  from 
this  report  is  that  during  the  period 
from  August  17  to  September  17.  1951, 
the  received  field  intensity  of  KF.ON-'TV, 
KN3C-TV.  and  KCRA-FM  was  of  the 
magnitude  shown  in  this  report  at  the 
particular  receiving  location  selected. 
ABC  argued  that  in  light  of  the  foregoing 
it  would  be  unsound  to  assign  Channel  7 
to  Fresno. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  KARM,  The 
George  Harm  Station.  KARM.  The 
George  Harm  Station,  Fresno,  Califor¬ 
nia,  requested  the  assignment  of  three 
additional  VHF  channels  to  Fresno,  by 
substituting  Channel  11  for  Channel  5  in 
Goldfield,  Nevada;  Channel  6  for  Chan¬ 
nel  9  in  Tonopah.  Nevada;  and  Channel 
12  for  Channel  6  in  Ely,  Nevada,  as  in¬ 
dicated  below; 
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It  was  suggested,  as  an  alternative,  that 
only  UHF  channels  be  assigned  to 
Fiesno. 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  KARM, 
The  George  Harm  Station,  counterpro¬ 
posal.  KARM.  The  George  Harm  Sta¬ 
tion,  stated  that  there  were  seven  pend¬ 
ing  applications  for  new  television 
stations  in  Fresno.  KARM  asserted  that 
additional  VHF  channels  for  Fresno 
could  only  be  obtained  by  co-channel 
assignments  with  San  Francisco-Oak- 
land.  It  was  conceded  that  since  the 
distance  from  Fresno  to  San  Francisco 
is  161  miles,  such  co-channel  assign¬ 
ments  would  require  deviations  from  the 
required  minimum  assignment  spacing. 
However,  it  was  argued  that  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  channels  to  both  cities  would  be 
feasible  with  operation  in  Fresno  so 
situated  as  to  provide  the  grade  of  serv¬ 
ice  to  Fresno  specified  in  the  Third 
Notice,  and  at  the  same  time  to  maintain 
a  170  mile  transmitter-to-transmitUr 
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spacing.  It  was  urged  that  such  opera¬ 
tion  could  be  achieved  from  a  transmit¬ 
ter  location  midway  between  Fresno  and 
Visalia. 

(f)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  KARM,  The  George 
Harm  Station,  counterproposal.  Opposi¬ 
tions  to  the  counterproposal  of  KARM, 
The  George  Harm  Station,  w'ere  filed  by 
KPIX,  Inc.,  and  the  American  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Inc.,  both  of  San 
Francisco. 

(g)  Counterproposal  of  California  In¬ 
land  Broadcasting  Company.  California 
Inland  Broadcasting  Company,  Fresno, 
California;  requested  the  additional  as¬ 
signment  of  a  VHF  channel  to  Fresno  by 
substituting  UHF  Channel  49  for  VHF 
Channel  3  in  Visalia,  California;  as  indi¬ 
cated  below: 
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(h)  Statement  in  support  of  Califor¬ 
nia  Inland  Broadcasting  Company  coun¬ 
terproposal.  California  Inland  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  contended  that  Chan¬ 
nel  3  would  be  capable  of  widespread 
rural  coverage  only  if  transmitting  facil¬ 
ities  capable  of  radiating  maximum 
power,  with  maximum  permissible  an¬ 
tenna  height  are  utilized.  It  was  argued 
that  such  would  not  be  the  case  in 
Visalia,  a  community  of  only  approxi¬ 
mately  11,000  people.  It  was  argued  that 
the  priorities  would  be  better  served  by 
assigning  VHF  Channel  3  to  Fresno 
where  it  would  be  utilized  “to  its  maxi¬ 
mum  effectiveness."  Under  its  coun¬ 
terproposal,  California  Inland  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  stated  that  the  closest 
co-channel  assignment  to  Channel  3  at 
Fresno  would  be  at  Reno,  Nevada,  192 
miles  distant.  It  was  also  stated  that 
UHF  Channel  49  at  Visalia  would  meet 
all  minimum  mileage  spacing  require¬ 
ments, 

(i)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  California  Inland  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  counterproposal.  The 
California  Inland  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  counterproposal  conflicts  with  the 
counterproposal  of  McClatchy  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Sacramento.  Califor¬ 
nia  ;  Harmco,  Inc.,  and  KCRA,  Inc.,  Sac¬ 
ramento;  Tribune  Building  Company, 
Oakland.  California;  Columbia  Broad¬ 
casting  System,  Inc.,  San  Francisco,  Cal¬ 
ifornia;  Television  California,  San  Fran¬ 
cisco,  California;  and  Radio  KIST,  Inc., 
Santa  Barbara,  California.  Oppositions 
to  the  California  Inland  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal  have  been 
filed  by  Television  California;  Tribune 
Building  Company;  Columbia  Broad¬ 
casting  System,  Inc.,  and  Radio  KIST, 
Inc. 

(j)  Fresno  educational  reservation. 
The  JCET  supported  the  reservation  of 
UHF  Channel  18  in  Fresno  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use,  submitting 
statements  of  the  Superintendent  of  the 


Fresno  County  Schools  and  Reedley 
College  located  in  Fresno  County.  No 
oppositions  to  the  reservation  were  filed. 

Santa  Barbara  and  Visalia 

942.  (a)  Counterproposal  of  Radio 
KIST,  Inc.  Radio  KIST,  Inc.,  Santa 
Barbara,  California;  originally  filed  a 
counterproposal  seeking  the  assignment 
of  Channel  8  at  Santa  Barbara.  Sub¬ 
sequently,  Radio  KIST,  Inc.,  filed  an 
alternate  counterproposal  requesting 
the  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  3  to 
Santa  Barbara  to  be  accomplished  by 
deleting  Channel  3  from  Visalia  and  sub¬ 
stituting  two  UHF  channels  as  indicated 
below': 


City 

Third  Notice 

Pro  loosed 
changes 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

CHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF 
Chan- 
!  nel  No. 

T'HF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Rant  a  Harhara,  Calif. 

20,26 

[3] 

20.26 

Visalia,  Calif . 

3 

I-l 

143],  [49] 

(b)  Statement  in  support  of  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Radio  KIST,  Inc.  Radio 
KIST,  Inc.,  urged  that  in  light  of  the 
Mexican-United  States  Television  Agree¬ 
ment  removing  VHF  Channel  3  from  San 
Diego,  the  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  3 
be  made  to  Santa  Barbara.  It  w  as  noted 
that  the  distance  from  Santa  Barbara  to 
Mexicali,  where  VHF  Channel  3  is  as¬ 
signed  by  the  Mexican-United  States 
Television  Agreement,  is  274  miles.  It 
w'as  urged  that  the  distance  to  the  adja¬ 
cent  channel  transmitter  on  VHF  Chan¬ 
nels  2  and  4  on  Mount  Wilson,  Los  An¬ 
geles,  would  be  94  miles  and  that  this 
distance  meets  the  minimum  separation 
requirements.  The  distance  between 
Santa  Barbara  and  San  Diego  w'here 
VHP  Channel  8  is  assigned  is  188  miles. 

(c)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun¬ 
terproposals  to  the  Radio  KIST,  Inc., 
counterproposal.  Oppositions  to  the 
counterproposal  of  Radio  KIST,  Inc., 
seeking  the  assignment  of  VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  8,  W'ere  filed  by  the  following  parties: 
American  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
Los  Angeles,  California ;  Kennedy  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  San  Diego.  California ; 
McClatchy  Broadcasting  Company,  Bak¬ 
ersfield,  California;  and  Thomas  S.  Lee 
Enterprises,  Inc.,  Los  Angeles.  California. 
This  counterproposal  conflicts  w'ith  the 
McClatchy  Broadcasting  Company  coun¬ 
terproposal  for  Bakersfield.  Oppositions 
to  the  counterproposal  of  Radio  KIST, 
Inc.,  seeking  the  assignment  of  VHF 
Channel  3  in  Santa  Barbara,  were  filed 
by  Columbia  Broadcasting  System,  Inc., 
Los  Angeles,  California;  California  In¬ 
land  Broadcasting  Company,  Fresno, 
California;  and  National  Broadcasting 


•’On  December  11,  1951,  Radio  KIST,  Inc., 
filed  a  petition  for  leave  to  file  further  com¬ 
ments  and  evidence  in  the  proceeding  re¬ 
questing,  as  an  alternative  to  its  previous 
counterproposal,  that  VHF  Channel  3  be  as¬ 
signed  to  Santa  Barbara.  The  Commission 
granted  this  petition  by  order  (FCC  52-28) 
of  January  9,  1952  and  accepted  the  new 
Radio  KIST,  Inc.,  counterproposal  in  this 
proceeding. 


Company,  Inc.,  Los  Angeles.  California. 
This  counterproposal  conflicts  with  the 
California  Inland  Broadcasting  Company 
counterproposal  for  Fresno. 

(d)  In  its  opposition  to  the  Radio 
KIST,  Inc.,  counterproposal.  National 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  licensee  of 
KNBH  operating  on  VHF  Channel  4  in 
Los  Angeles  from  Mount  Wilson,  alleged 
that  a  station  in  Santa  Barbara  on  VHP 
Channel  3  would  cause  interference  to  an 
area  of  approximately  1,600  square  miles 
within  the  KNBH  service  area.  NBC 
urged  that  this  would  represent  a  sub¬ 
stantial  part  of  the  entire  KNBH  inter¬ 
ference  free  service  area,  and  that  the 
population  within  such  area  would  be 
109,612  persons.  If  the  Santa  Barbara 
station  would  operate  at  greater  height 
than  500  feet,  or  at  a  lesser  distance 
from  KNBH,  NBC  noted  that  the  inter¬ 
ference  area  would  be  correspondingly 
greater. 

(e)  In  its  opposition  to  Radio  KIST, 
Inc.,  CBS  urged  that  the  KIST  counter¬ 
proposal  for  VHF  Channel  3  is  contrary 
to  the  public  interest.  CBS  noted  that 
although  Santa  Barbara  is  87  miles  from 
Los  Angeles,  signals  transmitted  on  VHP 
Channels  2  and  4  in  Los  Angeles  are  re¬ 
ceived  in  Santa  Barbara,  and  that  several 
thousand  VHF  receivers  are  on  hand  in 
Santa  Barbara  receiving  programs  from 
Los  Angeles.  The  assignment  of  VHP 
Channel  3  to  Santa  Barbara  as  proposed, 
because  of  resulting  interference,  would 
prevent  reception  of  VHF  Channels  2 
and  4  in  the  Santa  Barbara  area.  It  was 
also  urged,  in  addition,  that  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  Channel  3  in  Santa  Barbara 
would  create  an  intermixture  problem 
since  the  licensee  of  the  station  on  Chan¬ 
nel  3  would  operate  the  only  VHP  station 
in  that  community  competing  against 
two  UHF  stations. 

(f)  In  its  opposition  to  the  KIST 
counterproposal,  California  Inland 
Broadcasting  Company  urged  that  while 
Fresno  and  Santa  Barbara  are  only  160 
miles  apart,  transmitter 'sites  could  be 
obtained  in  the  Fresno  area  to  maintain 
a  170  mile  spacing.  On  this  basis.  Cali¬ 
fornia  Inland  Broadcasting  Company  in¬ 
terposed  no  objection  to  a  finding  by  the 
Commission  that  both  counterproposals 
of  Radio  KIST,  Inc.,  and  California  In¬ 
land  Broadcasting  Company  requesting 
the  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  3  to 
Santa  Barbara  and  Fresno  could  be 
granted  and  are  not  in  conflict.  How¬ 
ever,  California  Inland  urged  that  if  a 
determination  must  be  made  between  the 
two  proposals,  the  California  Inland 
proposal  should  be  preferred. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Channels 
in  Sacramento 

943.  We  are  of  the  view'  that  the  record 
supports  the  basis  for  assigning  an  ad¬ 
ditional  VHP  channel  to  Sacramento. 
Counterproposals  have  been  filed  re¬ 
questing  both  VHF  Channels  8  and  3  for 
Sacramento:  Harmco-KCRA  has  sug¬ 
gested  that  VHF  Channel  8  be  assigned 
to  Sacramento  by  substituting  a  UHF 
channel  for  VHP  Channel  8  in  Monterey 
and  VHF  Channel  11  for  VHF  Channel 
8  in  Reno,  However,  VHP  Channel  11 
In  Reno  being  only  188  miles  from  the 
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co-channel  assignment  In  San  Jose 
would  not  meet  the  190  mile  minimum 
assignment  separation  for  Zone  11.  VHP 
Channel  8,  therefore,  cannot  be  assigned 
to  Sacramento  as  proposed  by  Harmco- 
KCRA.  McClatchy  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  and  Harmco-KCRA  have  requested 
that  VHP  Channel  3  be  assigned  to 
Sacramento  by  substituting  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  4  for  VHP  Channel  3  in  Reno.  Both 
Channel  3  in  Sacramento  and  Channel 
4  in  Reno  would  meet  the  minimum 
mileage  separation  requirements  for  as¬ 
signments  in  Zone  II.  We  can  see  no 
merit,  therefore,  in  the  opposition  to 
these  counterproposals  by  The  Chronicle 
Publishing  Company,  which  operates 
Station  KRON-TV  on  VHP  Channel  4 
at  San  Prancisco.  The  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  3  in  Sacramento  conflicts 
with  coimterproposals  seeking  the  as¬ 
signment  of  additional  VHP  channels  in 
San  Prancisco-Oakland  and  Presno.  We 
believe  that  the  assignment  of  a  third 
VHP  channel  to  Sacramento  is  to  be  pre¬ 
ferred  to  the  assignment  of  a  sixth  VHP 
channel  to  San  Prancisco-Oakland.  As 
noted  in  our  discussion  of  the  San 
Prancisco  coimterproposals,  we  are  of 
the  view  that  the  assignment  of  flve  VHP 
and  five  UHP  channels  to  San  Prancisco- 
Oakland  constitute  a  fair  and  equitable 
assignment  to  those  communities  in  view 
of  the  needs  of  other  areas  for  television 
service.  With  respect  to  the  conflicting 
Piesno  counterproposal  which  requests 
the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  3  in 
Presno  as  a  second  VHP  channel,  it 
should  be  pointed  out  that  the  California 
Inland  Broadcasting  Company  counter¬ 
proposal  for  Presno  also  conflicts  with 
the  counterpropasal  of  Radio  KIST,  Inc., 
seeking  the  assignment  of  a  first  VHP 
channel  for  Santa  Barbara.  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  3  can  be  utilized  in  both  Sacramento 
and  Santa  Barbara;  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  assignment  of  Channel  3  in 
Fresno  would  preclude  the  assignment 
of  this  frequency  in  both  Sacramento  and 
Santa  Barbara.  We  believe,  therefore, 
that  the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  3  in 
Presno  would  effect  the  more  efficient 
and  equitable  distribution  of  VHP  as¬ 
signments.  Accordingly,  VHP  Channel 
3  is  assigned  to  Sacramento  and  VHP 
Channel  4  is  substituted  in  Reno  for 
Channel  3. 


shifted  In  Sacramento  from  UHP  Chan¬ 
nel  40  to  VHP  Channel  6.  We  believe 
that  such  action  is  necessary  and  proper 
in  light  of  the  principle  in  the  Third 
Notice  set  out  above  and  the  unopposed 
request  for  the  VHP  reservation.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  VHP  Channel  6  will  be  re¬ 
served  in  Sacramento  for  noncommercial 
educational  use,  and  UHP  Channel  40 
will  be  available  for  commercial  pur¬ 
poses. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation  in 
Fresno 

945.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  the 
reservation  of  Channel  18  in  Presno  for 
noncommercial  educational  use  is  final¬ 
ized. 

Conclusions:  VHF  Channels  5,  7,  and  9 
in  Fresno 

946.  McClatchy  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  and  KARM,  The  George  Harm 
Station,  have  requested  the  additional 
assignment  of  VHP  Channels  5,  7,  and  9 
to  Presno.  However,  such  assignments 
would  result  in  substantial  deviations 
from  the  required  190  mile  minimum 
co-channel  assignment  separation  for 
Zone  II;  Channel  5  would  be  161  miles 
from  KPIX  on  Channel  5  in  San  Pran¬ 
cisco;  Channel  7  would  be  162.5  miles 
from  KGO-TV  on  Channel  7  in  San 
Prancisco;  and  Channel  9  would  be  161 
miles  from  San  Prancisco  and  155  miles 
from  Oakland  where  this  channel  is 
assigned.  It  was  urged  that  in  light  of 
the  mountainous  terrain  that  would 
separate  the  stations  involved,  the  dis¬ 
tances  would  be  adequate  safeguards  to 
prevent  Interference.  Measurements 
were  submitted  to  substantiate  this  con¬ 
tention.  We  are  of  the  view,  however, 
that  we  cannot,  upon  the  basis  of  the 
data  submitted,  deviate  from  our  re¬ 
quired  minimum.  The  Commission  will 
not  permit  assignment  separations  below 
the  minimum  between  stations  cut  off 
by  mountain  ranges  until  a  sufficient 
body  of  pertinent  propagation  informa¬ 
tion  on  this  point  can  be  assembled  and 
analyzed.  It  was  also  contended  that 
station  separation  could  be  met  by  lo¬ 
cating  a  site  outside  of  Presno.  We  do 
not  believe  that  there  is  any  basis  for 
making  assignments  deviating  from  the 
required  minimum  assignment  spacings 
on  tile  basis  of  this  contention.  Nor,  as 
we  have  noted  elsewhere  in  this  Report, 
do  we  believe  that  assignments  can  be 
made  in  cases  such  as  this  on  the  basis 
of  operation  with  less  than  maximum 
power.  We  also  see  no  adequate  basis  in 
the  record  upon  which  we  may  grant  the 
request  that  all  commercial  assignments 
in  Presno  be  relegated  to  the  UHP  por¬ 
tion  of  the  spectrum.  Accordingly,  the 
counterproposals  of  McClatchy  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  and  KARM,  The 
George  Harm  Station,  are  denied. 

Conclusiojis:  Channel  3  in  Fresno 

947.  California  Inland  Broadcasting 
Company  requested  the  assignment  of 
Channel  3  as  a  second  VHP  channel,  to 
Presno,  to  be  accomplished  by  substi¬ 
tuting  a  UHP  channel  for  Channel  3  in 
Visalia.  This  request  conflicts  with  the 
counterproposals  of  Radio  KIST,  Inc., 
seeking  a  first  VHF  channel  for  Santa 


Barbara  and  McClatchy  Broadcasting 
Company  and  Harmco-KCRA  seeking  a 
third  VHF  channel  for  Sacramento. 
The  assignment  of  Channel  3  in  Fresno 
would  preclude  the  assignment  of  this 
frequency  in  both  Santa  Barbara  and 
Sacramento,  while  Channel  3  can  be 
employed  in  Santa  Barbara  and  Sacra¬ 
mento  at  the  same  time.  As  we  have 
noted  above,  we  are  of  the  view  that  the 
granting  of  the  Santa  Barbara  and 
Sacramento  assignments  is  to  be  pre¬ 
ferred  since  such  action  would  effect  the 
more  equitable  and  efficient  assignments 
in  this  area.  Accordingly,  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  California  Inland  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  is  denied. 

Conclusions:  Additional  Channels  for 
Fresno 

948.  We  believe  that  the  record  sup¬ 
ports  the  basis  for  assigning  additional 
channels  to  Presno,  a  city  of  92,000  in  a 
metropolitan  area  of  277,000.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  two  additional  UHP  channels. 
Channels  47  and  53,  are  assigned  to 
Presno. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Channel  in 
Santa  Barbara 

949.  Radio  KIST,  Inc.,  has  requested 
the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  3  or  8 
as  a  first  VHP  channel  for  Santa  Bar¬ 
bara.  Channel  8  in  Santa  Barbara,  how¬ 
ever,  would  be  only  188  miles  from  the 
co-channel  assignment  in  San  Diego  and 
thus  would  not  meet  the  190  mile  mini¬ 
mum  co-channel  assignment  spacing  for 
Zone  II.  Channel  3  in  Santa  Barbara, 
on  the  other  hand,  would  meet  all  mini¬ 
mum  spacing  requirements.  In  order  to 
assign  Channel  3  to  Santa  Barbara, 
Radio  KIST,  Inc.,  suggests  that  UHP 
Channels  43  and  49  be  substituted  in 
Visalia  for  Channel  3.  Santa  Barbara 
has  a  population  of  45,000  as  compared 
to  Visalia  with  a  population  of  12,000. 
We  believe,  therefore,  that  a  first  VHP 
channel  in  Santa  Barbara  is  to  be  pre¬ 
ferred  to  a  first  VHP  channel  in  Visalia. 
The  assignment  of  Channel  3  in  Santa 
Barbara  conflicts  with  the  California 
Inland  Broadcasting  Company  counter¬ 
proposal  for  Presno.  We  believe  that  in 
view  of  the  population  of  Santa  Barbara, 
that  city  is  entitled  to  a  first  VHP  as¬ 
signment  before  a  second  VHF  assign¬ 
ment  is  made  in  Fresno.  Moreover,  as 
we  have  noted  above,  we  believe  that  the 
assignment  of  Channel  3  in  both  Santa 
Barbara  and  Sacramento  is  to  be  pre¬ 
ferred  to  the  assignment  of  this  fre¬ 
quency  in  Presno  alone.  CBS  and  NEC 
who  operate  adjacent  channel  stations 
in  Los  Angeles  on  Mount  Wilson  (Chan¬ 
nels  2  and  4)  have  opposed  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  3  in  Santa  Barbara. 
However,  since  the  assignment  of  Chan¬ 
nel  3  in  Santa  Barbara  meets  the  mini¬ 
mum  mileage  spacing  requirement,  we 
see  no  merit  in  these  oppositions.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  Channel  3  is  assigned  to  Santa 
Barbara  and  UHP  Channels  43  and  49 
are  substituted  for  Channel  3  in  Visalia. 
As  noted  in  connection  with  our  discus¬ 
sion  of  international  considerations,  this 
assignment  has  been  reflected  in  the 
Mexican-United  States  Television  Agree¬ 
ment.  as  modified. 


Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation  in 
Sacramento 

944.  In  the  Third  Notice  the, Commis¬ 
sion  pointed  out  that  a  VHF  channel  was 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  in  all  communities  having  thre*'  or 
more  VHF  channels  where  all  VHF  chan¬ 
nels  were  not  in  operation.  Since  only 
two  VHP  channels  were  proposed  for 
Sacramento  in  the  Third  Notice,  UHP 
Channel  40  was  reserved  in  that  city  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  Grant 
Union  High  School  and  Technical  Col¬ 
lege  requested  that  VHP  Channel  6  in 
Sacramento  be  reserved  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  No  oppositions  to 
this  request  were  filed.  We  have  above 
assigned  Channel  3  as  a  third  VHP  chan¬ 
nel  to  Sacramento.  We  are  of  the  view, 
therefore,  that  the  reservation  should  be 
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Final  Assignments  and  Reservations 

950.  The  following  assignments  and 
reservations  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan- 
Del  No. 

R.'jrritrTM'ntn,  CAlif _ 

8,  *6, 10 
12 

3 

40.49 
•is,  24,47,53 

20,26 

43.49 

SAN  FRAMaSCO-OAKLAND,  CALIFORNIA 

951.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
10  channels  for  San  Prancisco-Oakland: 
VHP  Channels  2,  4,  5,  7  and  9  and  UHP 
Channels  20,  26,  32,  38  and  44,  with 
Channel  9  reserved  for  noncommercial 
use. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
San  Francisco  is  775,000;  and  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  Oakland  is  385,000.  The  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  San  Prancisco-Oakland 
standard  metropolitan  area  is  2,241,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  Chronicle  Pub¬ 
lishing  Company  is  licensed  for  the  op¬ 
eration  of  Station  KRON-TV  on  Chan¬ 
nel  4;  KPIX,  Inc.  is  licensed  for  the 
operation  of  Station  KPIX  on  Channel 
5;  and  American  Broadcasting  Company. 
Inc.,  is  licensed  for  the  operation  of 


(e)  Statement  in  support  of  Columbia 
Broadcasting  System,  Inc.,  counterpro~ 
posal.  In  requesting  additional  VHP 
channels  for  San  Prancisco-Oakland, 
CBS  advanced  the  same  reasons  offered 
in  support  of  its  requests  for  additional 
VHP  channels  in  Boston  and  Chicago. 
CBS  urged  that  additional  commercial 
VHP  channels  were  needed  in  San  Pran¬ 
cisco-Oakland  as  in  Boston  and  Chicago 
to  assure  a  Nation-wide  competitive  tele¬ 
vision  service.  CBS  also  argued  that  a 
network  must  own  facilities  in  markets 
such  as  Boston,  Chicago,  and  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  to  enable  it  to  compete  with  other 


Station  KGO-TV  on  Channel  7,  all  in 
San  Francisco. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Columbia 
Broadcasting  System,  Inc.  Columbia 
Broadcasting  System,  Inc.,  filed  a  coun¬ 
terproposal  containing  four  alternate 
plans  requesting  the  assignment  of  addi¬ 
tional  VHP  channel  for  San  Prancisco- 
Oakland:  Plan  1  would  add  Channel  11 
to  San  Prancisco-Oakland  by  substitut¬ 
ing  Channel  30  in  Stockton,  California, 
for  Channel  42;  Channel  43  in  Madera, 
California,  for  Channel  30;  Channel  51 
in  Salinas,  California,  for  Channel  28; 
and  UHP  Channel  42  in  San  Jose,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  for  VHP  Channel  11.  Plan  2 
would  add  VHP  Channel  13  to  San  Pran¬ 
cisco-Oakland  by  substituting  UHP 
Channel  64  for  VHP  Channel  13  in 
Stockton.  Plan  3  would  add  VHP  Chan¬ 
nels  11  and  13  to  San  Prancisco-Oakland 
by  substituting  UHP  Channels  30  and  64 
for  VHP  Channel  13  and  UHP  Channel 
42  in  Stockton;  UHP  Channel  42  for  VHP 
Channel  11  in  San  Jose;  Channel  51  for 
Channel  28  in  Salinas;  and  Channel  43 
for  Channel  30  in  Madera.  Plan  4  would 
add  VHP  Channel  13  to  San  Prancisco- 
Oakland  by  substituting  Channel  6  in 
Stockton  for  Channel  13;  Channel  3  in 
Sacramento  for  Channel  6;  and  Channel 
5  for  Channel  3  in  Reno.  The  four  plans 
are  set  out  below: 


networks  and  submitted  that  it  is  es¬ 
sential  that  such  facilities  be  VHP. 

(f)  The  CBS  Plans  1,  2,  and  3  would 
delete  VHP  channels  from  San  Jose  and 
Stockton.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Com¬ 
mission  proposed  four  channels  for  San 
Jose;  VHP  Channel  11  and  UHP  Chan¬ 
nels  48,  54,  and  60,  with  Channel  54  re¬ 
served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  The  San  Jose  standard  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  has  a  population  of  291,000  and 
the  city  of  San  Jose  has  a  population  of 


**CBS  also  requested.  In  the  alternative, 
that  the  educational  reservation  be  shifted 
from  VHP  Channel  9  to  a  UHP  channel. 


95,000.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Com¬ 
mission  proposed  three  channels  for 
Stockton:  VHP  Channel  13  and  UHP 
Channels  36  and  42,  with  Channel  42  re¬ 
served  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  The  Stockton  standard  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  has  a  population  of  201,000  and 
the  city  of  Stockton  a  population  of 
71,000. 

(g)  CBS  Plan  4  would  assign  Channel 
6  to  Stockton  in  place  of  Channel  13  at 
a  distance  of  188  miles  from  the  co-chan¬ 
nel  assignment  at  San  Luis  Obispo. 
Both  Stockton  and  San  Luis  Obispo  are 
situated  in  Zone  II;  and,  accordingly, 
this  separation  would  not  meet  the  190 
mile  minimum  for  co-channel  assign¬ 
ments  in  this  zone.  This  plan  would 
also  assign  Channel  5  at  Reno  at  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  185  miles  from  KPIX  operating 
on  Channel  5  in  San  Francisco. 

(h)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  CBS  counterproposals. 
CBS  Plan  1;  which  would  substitute  a 
UHP  channel  in  San  Jose  for  VHP  Chan¬ 
nel  11,  was  opposed  by  the  San  Jose  Tele¬ 
vision  Broadcasting  Company  of  San 
Jose.  CBS  Plan  2,  which  would  substi¬ 
tute  a  UHP  channel  for  VHP  Channel  13 
in  Stockton,  was  opposed  by  E.  P.  Peffer, 
Radio  Diablo.  Inc.,  and  McClatchy 
Broadcasting  Company,  Stockton.  CBS 
Plan  3,  which  would  substitute  UHP 
channels  for  VHP  Channels  11  and  13  in 
San  Jose  and  Stockton,  was  opposed  by 
San  Jose  Television  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany,  San  Jose,  and  E.  F.  Peffer,  Radio 
Diablo,  Inc.,  and  McClatchy  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company,  Stockton.  CBS  Plan  4  was 
opposed  by  KPIX,  Inc.,  San  Francisco, 
and  E.  P.  Peffer,  Radio  Diablo.  Inc.,  and 
McClatchy  Broadcasting  Company.  This 
plan  conflicts  with  the  counterproposals 
of  McClatchy  Broadcasting  Company 
and  Harmco,  Inc.,  and  KCRA,  Inc,,  seek¬ 
ing  an  additional  VHP  channel  for 
Sacramento. 

(i)  Counterproposal  of  Television  Cal¬ 
ifornia.  Television  California.  San 
Francisco,  requested  the  assignment  of 
an  additional  VHP  channel  to  San  Pi  an- 
cisco-Oakland  to  be  accomplished  by 
substituting  Channel  4  for  Channel  3  in 
Reno;  Channel  3  for  Channel  6  in  Sacra¬ 
mento;  and  Channel  6  for  Channel  13  in 
Stockton,  as  indicated  below;  ** 


••Television  California  requested  that  the 
Comniisslon  in  Its  “final  order"  make  It  clear 
that  Channel  2  Is  not  “reserved”  In  San 
Francisco-Oakland  for  any  particular  appli¬ 
cant.  Television  California  noted  that  it  has 
pending  before  the  Commission  a  petition 
that  Don  Lee’s  application  for  Channel  2 
be  dismissed  because  it  was  no  longer  being 
prosecuted  by  Thomas  S.  Lee.  We  are  here 
concerned  with  the  assignments  for  the  vari¬ 
ous  communities.  We  do  not  believe  that 
this  is  the  appropriate  proceeding  in  which  to 
determine  which  applicant  In  a  particular 
community  will  receive  a  television  assign¬ 
ment.  Accordingly,  the  Commission  is  not 
ruling  here  concerning  the  status  of  Channel 
2  In  San  Francisco-Oakland  in  so  far  as  it 
affects  any  specific  applicant.  Television 
California  has  also  requested  that  the  pro¬ 
cedural  rights  of  the  parties  whose  applica¬ 
tions  have  been  heard  should  be  fully  pre¬ 
served.  Television  California  argued  that 
those  applicants  who  were  heard  are  In  a 
special  category.  The  question  of  the  status 
of  those  applicants  whose  applications  have 
been  heard  has  been  disposed  of  elsewhere. 


City 

Plan  1 

1  Third  Notice 

j  Counterproposal 
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No. 

1 

UHF  Channel 
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No. 
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Madera _ 

1  1 

30 

(43) 

RalimiS _  _ _  _  .  . 

28 

Isij 

Pan  Francisco-Oakland . . . . 

2, 4,  ^  7,  *9 

20.  26.  3a  38.  44 

a  4. 5, 7,  *9,  fill 

20.  2a  32. 3a  44 

Pan  Jose......... _ _ _ _ 

11 

4a  *54, 60 

(-1 

(42).  4a  *54. 60 

Stockton _  _ _ 

13 

36,  *42 

13 

l*30].  36 

Plan  2 

Fan  Francisco-Oakland . 

a  i  4  7,  *9 

20,  2a  32,  38,  44 

1  1 
k  4,  5,  7,  *9.  (I3J  1 

1  20,  2a  3a -38.  44 
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1 

13 

1 

3a  *42 

1  ‘"M 

j  3a  *42, 1641 

Plan  3 

Madera _  .  .  .  _  _ 

30 

[43] 

Palmas _ _ _  ...  _  1 

28 

151] 

Pan  Francisco-Oakland _ 

a  i  5,  7.  *9  , 

20,  26. 32. 3a  44 

a4,5,7.*9,lll].[131 

20,  26, 3a  3a  44 

P.an  Jose _ _ ..... _ ... _ 

11  1 

48,  ’.H  60  i 

- 

|42).  4a  ‘.M.  tiO 

Ptockton....... . . . . . . 

13 

3a  *42 

- 

P30).  3a  (64) 

Plan  4 

Fan  Francisco-Oakland . 

a  4. 5, 7.  *9 

20, 2a  3a  3a  44 

a  4,  5,  7,  *9.  (1.31 

20, 2a  3a  3a  44 

Pacraniento _ _ _ _ _  . 

6, 10 

•40,46 

13),  10 

•40. 4<} 

Stockton _  ...  _ _ 

13 

36.  *42 

16) 

3*.,  *42 

Keno . 

3,8 

•21.  27 

15],  8 

•21,27 
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garrimonto _ _ _ _ 

Sail  Fraucisco-Oaklaud...— ..................... 

«,10 
i  4,  ^  7,  *9 
13 
3,8 

•4t),  46 
20,  26,  32.  ax  44 
36,  *42  1 
•21,  27 

[3],  10 
i4.^7.-9.|13| 

|4],8 

•40,46 

20,  26,  32. 38,  44 
3»i,^42 
•21,27 

(j)  statement  in  support  of  Televi- 
sion  California  counterproposal.  Tele¬ 
vision  California  urged  that  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  13  in  San  Prancisco- 
Oakland  can  be  accomplished  without 
depriving  any  community  of  a  television 
facility.  Television  California  noted 
that  its  counterproposal  conflicted  with 
that  of  McClatchy  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  and  Harmco,  Inc.,  and  KCPA,  Inc., 
requesting  the  addition  of  a  VHF  chan¬ 
nel  to  Sacramento.  However,  it  was 
argued  that  Sacramento  is  assigned  al¬ 
most  half  as  many  channels  as  San 
Francisco  while  the  population  of  Sac¬ 
ramento  is  scarcely  one-tenth  that  of 
San  Francisco.  It  was  contended,  also, 
that  the  San  Francisco  metropolitan 
area  is  more  extensive  in  area  than  is 
the  Sacramento  metropolitan  area, 
which  is  relatively  compact.  Television 
California  submitted  that,  with  these 
factors  considered,  together  with  the 
nature  of  the  rugged  terrain  surround¬ 
ing  San  Francisco,  the  assignment  of  an 
additional  VHF  channel  to  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  w'ould  comply  more  fully  with  the 
mandate  of  sections  1  and  307  (b)  of  the 
Communications  Act  and  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  priorities,  than  would  the  as¬ 
signment  of  an  additional  VHF  channel 
to  Sacramento.  Television  California 
also  urged  that  the  assignment  of  an  ad¬ 
ditional  channel  to  San  Francisco-Oak- 


(n)  Statement  in  support  of  Tribune 
Building  Company  counterproposal.  The 
Tribune  Building  Company  contended 
that  the  need  for  television  service  in  the 
Oakland-East  Bay  area  can  be  met  only 
by  the  assignment  of  an  additional  VHF 
channel  exclusively  for  use  by  a  licensee 
located  in  Oakland.  It  was  urged  that 
the  Oakland-East  Bay  area  has  a  greater 
population  than  that  of  San  Francisco- 
West  Bay  area  and  is  politically,  eco¬ 
nomically  and  culturally  a  separate  area. 
With  respect  to  the  use  of  UHF  channels, 
the  Tribune  Building  Company  argued 
that  during  the  period  of  initial  develop¬ 
ment  of  UHF  service,  the  existing  VHP 
stations  in  San  Francisco  would  become 
stronger,  and  the  Oakland-East  Bay 
area,  during  this  period,  would  have  no 
television  outlet.  It  was  noted  that  the 
three  stations  now  operating  in  the  San 
Prancisco-Oakland  metropolitan  area 
are  licensed  to  operate  in  the  San  Fran- 
cisoo-West  Bay  area.  The  Tribune 
Building  Company  argued  that  the  Third 
No.  87— Pt.  II - 18 


land  is  justifled  in  light  of  those  appli¬ 
cants  who  have  participated  in  a  hear¬ 
ing  for  television  stations  in  San  Fran¬ 
cisco.’* 

(k)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  Television  California 
counterproposals.  The  Television  Cali¬ 
fornia  counterproposal  conflicts  with  the 
counterproposals  of  McClatchy  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  and  Harmco,  Inc.,  and 
KCRA,  Inc.  for  Sacramento.  Opposi¬ 
tions  to  the  Television  California  count- 
erpropovsal  have  been  filed  by  E.  F.  Peffer; 
McClatchy  Broadcasting  Company; 
KPIX,  Inc.,  San  Francisco;  Radio  Diablo, 
Inc.,  and  Harmco,  Inc.  and  KCRA,  Inc. 

(l)  The  Television  California  counter¬ 
proposal  would  assign  Channel  6  to 
Stockton  at  a  distance  of  188  miles  from 
the  co-channel  assignment  at  San  Luis 
Obispo.  Both  Stockton  and  San  Luis 
Obispo  are  situated  in  Zone  II;  and, 
therefore,  this  separation  would  not  meet 
the  190  miles  minimum  for  co-channel 
assignments  in  this  zone. 

(m)  Counterproposal  of  Tribune 
Building  Company.  Tribune  Building 
Company,  Oakland,  requested  the  as¬ 
signment  of  an  additional  VHF  channel 
in  San  Francisco-Oakland  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  substituting  Channel  3  for 
Channel  13  in  Stockton;  Channel  2  for 
Channel  3  in  Visalia;  and  Channel  4  for 
Channel  3  in  Reno,  as  indicated  below : 


Notice  did  not  provide  for  a  fair,  efficient, 
and  equitable  distribution  of  television 
facilities  insofar  as  the  Oakland-East 
Bay  area  is  concerned,  contending  that 
the  Oakland-East  Bay  area  should  be 
considered  as  one  community,  and  as 
such,  is  the  only  population  center  of 
over  1,000,000  that  is  not  assigned  a  VHP 
channel  in  the  Third  Notice.  However, 
the  Tribune  Building  Company  stated 
that  it  does  not  advocate  the  creation  of 


**  Television  California  raised  the  question 
of  the  Commission’s  authority  to  reduce  the 
number  of  VHP  channels  in  San  Francisco 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  hearings  were  held 
on  applications  for  channels  in  that  com¬ 
munity.  The  Commission,  however,  is  of 
the  view  that  its  opinion  issued  on  Decem¬ 
ber  12,  1951,  in  connection  with  the  request 
for  oral  hearing  of  Dally  News  Television 
Company,  et  al.,  makes  clear  that  the  Com¬ 
mission,  in  a  proceeding  such  as  this,  may 
change  the  assignment  of  VHP  channels  for 
San  Prancisco-Oakland  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  presented. 


“a  new  metropolitan  area”  but  seeks  the 
assignment  of  Channel  13  to  the  San 
Francisco-Oakland  metropolitan  area. 
The  Tribune  Building  Company  stated 
that  if  such  an  assignment  is  made,  it 
proposed  to  file  an  application  for  a 
construction  permit  to  be  utilized  in  the 
Oakland-East  Bay  area.  The  Tribune 
Building  Company  also  argued  that  the 
hearing  that  has  been  held  in  the  San 
Francisco-Oakland  area  gives  the  par¬ 
ticipants  in  such  hearing  no  “vested”  or 
other  rights.’’  The  Tribune  Building 
Company  stated  that  its  proposal  would 
not  require  the  deletion  of  channels  from 
any  community.  However,  it  was  noted 
that  the  distance  between  the  center  of 
Los  Angeles  and  Visalia  where  co-chan¬ 
nel  operation  is  proposed  on  Channel  2, 
is  only  168  miles.  Farther,  the  distance 
from  Visalia  to  station  KNXT  operating 
in  Los  Angeles  on  Channel  2  from  a 
Mount  Wilson  site  is  only  160  miles. 
Since  both  Los  Angeles  and  Visalia  are 
situated  in  Zone  II,  the  assignment  of 
Channel  2  in  Visalia  w^ould  not  meet  the 
190  mile  minimum  spacing  for  co-chan¬ 
nel  assignments  in  this  zone.  The  Ti  ib- 
u-ie  Building  Company  urged,  however, 
that  the  terrain  between  Visalia  and  Los 
Angeles  is  very  rugged,  with  three  in¬ 
tervening  mountain  ranges,  and  that 
these  mountains  would  produce  a  triple 
defraction  of  signals  attenuating  them 
greatly  in  the  path  between  the  two 
cities  thereby  making  it  technically  pos¬ 
sible  to  employ  closer  separations  than 
would  be  necessary  over  flat  terrain. 

(o)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  Tribune  Building  Com- 
pany  counterproposal.  Oppositions  to 
the  Tribune  Building  Company  counter¬ 
proposal  have  been  filed  by  E.  F.  Peffer; 
McClatchy  Broadcasting  Company;  Ra¬ 
dio  Diablo,  Inc. ;  The  Chronicle  Publish¬ 
ing  Company;  and  Harmco,  Inc.  and 
KCRA,  Inc.  'This  counterproposal  con¬ 
flicts  with  the  counterproposals  of 
Harmco,  Inc.,  and  KCRA,  Inc,,  and 
McClatchy  Broadcasting  Company  for 
Sacramento. 

(p)  Counterproposal  of  KROW.  Inc. 
KROW,  Inc.,  Oakland,  filed  a  counter¬ 
proposal  containing  four  alternate  plans 
for  adding  VHF  Channel  13  to  San  Pran¬ 
cisco-Oakland.  Plan  1  would  add  VHP 
Channel  13  to  San  Francisco-Oakland  _hy 
substituting  Channel  6  for  Channel  fSiV 
Stockton;  Channel  3  for  Channel  6  in 
Sacramento;  and  Channel  11  or  Chan¬ 
nel  13  for  Channel  3  in  Reno.  Plan  2 
would  add  VHF  Channel  13  to  San  Fran¬ 
cisco-Oakland  by  aiJKtituti^  Channel  8 
for  Channel  13  at  ITocktoiiiPchannel  1 1 
or  Channel  13  for  Channel  8  at  Reno; 
and  UHF  Channel  19  for  VHF  Channel  8 
at  Monterey.  Plan  3  would  add  VHP 
Channel  13  to  San  Prancisco-Oakland  by 


”  The  Tribune  Building  Company  re¬ 
quested  oral  argument  If  the  Commission, 
ruled  that  the  applicants  who  participated 
In  the  hearing  in  San  Francisco  In  Docket  No. 
7283,  et  al.  had  any  “vested”  rights.  In  light 
of  our  action  in  connection  with  those  ap¬ 
plicants  who  have  participated  in  the  bear¬ 
ing  In  San  FYanclsco,  the  request  for  oral 
argument  by  the  Tribune  Building  Company 
is  moot. 
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substituting  UHP  Channel  58  for  VHP 
Channel  13  at  Stockton.  Plan  4  would 
assign  VHP  Channel  13  to  San  Prancisco- 
Oakland  by  substituting  Channel  8  for 
Channel  6  at  Sacramento ;  Channel  6  for 


Channel  13  at  Stockton;  Channel  11  or 
Channel  13  for  Channel  3  at  Reno,  and 
UHP  Channel  19  for  VHP  Channel  8  at 
Monterey,  California.  The  four  plans 
are  set  forth  below:  ” 


City 

Plan  1 

Third  Notice 

Counterproposal 

VII F  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
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3.8 
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13 
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Plan  2 
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Plan  3 

2,  4.  5, 7,  *9 
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20.  26,  32. 3.8.  44 
36,  *42 

2.  4,  5,  7.  *9.  p3j 
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Plan  4 

8 
3.H 
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2.  4,  5, 7,  *9 
13 

1-1 

8.  (11!  or  113) 

(M.  10 
2.  4.  5,  7.  •V.  (13 
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•21.27 
•40,  4ti 
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Pacramcnfo _ _ 

Ban  Kraiicisco-Oakland........ _ .... _ 

(q)  Statement  in  support  of  KROW, 
Inc.,  counterproposal.  KROW.  Inc., 
urged  that  the  assignment  of  six  com¬ 
mercial  VHP  channels  should  be  main¬ 
tained  in  the  San  FYancisco-Oakland 
metropolitan  area.”  KROW  asserted 
that  no  city  in  Central  California  com¬ 
pares  in  size  or  importance  with  the  San 
FYancisco-Oakland  metropolitan  area, 
and  contended  that  only  four  VHP  com¬ 
mercial  channels  in  this  area,  as  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Third  Notice,  would 
encourage  monopoly  and  lack  of  com¬ 
petitive  programming.  It  was  urged 
that  if  the  Commission  did  not  assign 
an  additional  VHP  channel  to  San  Pran- 
cisco-Oakland,  the  City  of  Oakland 
might  be  deprived  of  a  VHP  assignment, 
and  that  Section  307  (b)  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  requires  such  an  assign¬ 
ment. 

(r)  Conflicting  conuterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  KROW,  Inc.  counterpro~ 
posal.  Oppositions  to  KROW’s  Plan  I 
have  been  filed  by  McClatchy  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Comoany;  E.  P.  Pefier;  Radio  Diablo, 
Inc.;  and  Harmco,  Inc.  and  KCRA,  Inc. 


^r'POW.'^^ic.  aic,  '''pcsed  the  reservation 
of  VHP  Channel  9  Iti  Sen  Ptanclsco-Oakland 
for  noncommercial  educational  use  and  sug¬ 
gested  that  a  UHF  channel  be  reserved 
Instead. 

'*  KROW.  Inc.  argued  that  since  it  has  gone 
through  a  hearing  In  San  Francisco  on  Its 
application  for  a  television  station  In  that 
community,  the  Commission  cannot  change 
the  assignments  that  were  assigned  to  San 
Franclsco-Oakland  at  the  time  of  the  hear¬ 
ing.  We  believe,  however,  that  the  opinion 
of  the  Commission  Issued  on  December  12, 
1951,  In  connection  with  the  request  for  oral 
hearings  of  Daily  News  Television  Co.  et  ah, 
makes  clear  that  the  Commission,  in  a  pro¬ 
ceeding  such  as  this,  may  change  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  VlfF  channels  for  San  Prancisco- 
Oakland  under  the  circumstances  presented. 


This  plan  conflicts  with  the  McClatchy 
and  Harmco-KCRA  counterproposals  for 
Sacramento.  Plan  2  has  been  opposed 
by  Radio  Diablo,  Inc.;  E.  P.  Peffer;  Ma- 
Clatchy  Broadcasting  Company;  Mon¬ 
terey  Radio-Television  Company;  and 
American  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc., 
San  Prancisco.  Plan  3  has  been  opposed 
by  E.  P.  Peffer;  McClatchy  Broadcasting 
Companj';  and  Radio  Diablo.  KROW’s 
Plan  4  has  been  opposed  by  Monterey 
Radio-Television  Company;  American 
Broadcasting  Company;  McClatchy 
Broadcasting  Company;  E.  P.  Peffer;  and 
Radio  Diablo,  Inc.  This  plan  conflicts 
with  the  counterproposals  of  McClatchy 
Broadcasting  Company  and  Harmco- 
KCRA  for  Sacramento. 

(s)  KROW’s  Plan  1  would  assign 
Channel  6  in  Stockton  at  a  distance  of 
188  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  at  San  Luis  Obispo.  KROW’s  Plan 
2  would  assign  Channel  11  at  Reno  188 
miles  from  the  co-channel  assignment  at 
San  Jose,  or  Channel  13  at  Reno.  185 
miles  from  San  Prancisco  and  178  miles 
from  Oakland,  where  Channel  13  is  also 
proposed  by  KROW.  KROW’s  Plan  3 
would  similarly  assign  Channel  11  or  13 
to  Reno  and  Channel  6  to  Stockton. 
Since  all  of  the  above  communities  are 
situated  in  Zone  II.  the  proposed  assign¬ 
ments  would  not  meet  the  190-mile  min¬ 
imum  for  co-channel  assignments  in  this 
zone. 

(t)  Educational  reservation.  The 
Superintendent  of  Schools  of  Alameda 
County  at  Oakland  filed  a  statement 
supporting  the  reservation  of  Channel 
9  for  noncommercial  educational  u.se 
in  San  Prancisco-Oakland.  The  state¬ 
ment  was  filed  on  behalf  of  the  Bay  Area 
Public  Schools  Television  Council,  com¬ 
posed  of  the  public  school  districts  in  the 
counties  of  Alameda,  Contra  Costa, 


Marin,  San  Prancisco,  San  Joaquin,  San 
Mateo,  Santa  Clara.  Solano',  and  Sono- 
ma;  and  in  behalf  of  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area  Educational  Television  Com¬ 
mittee,  composed  of  the  University  of 
California  at  Berkeley,  Stanford  Univer. 
sity.  Mills  College.  San  Francisco  State 
College,  San  Jose  State  College,  and  the 
junior  colleges  in  the  area.  It  was  rep¬ 
resented  that  the  reservation  would  be 
used  jointly  and  cooperatively  by  the 
various  educational  organizations  in  the 
area,  which  have  an  enrollment  of  350,000 
with  an  additional  200,000  adults  partici- 
pating  in  various  educational  programs. 
It  was  explained  that  the  group  proposed 
to  utilize  educational  television  by  a  joint 
effort  through  the  organization  of  a  non¬ 
profit  corporation  or  other  representa¬ 
tive  body.  It  was  stated  that  the  organ¬ 
izations  could  finance  the  capital  outlay 
believed  necessary  to  construct  and  op¬ 
erate  a  television  station.  The  JCET  and 
California  Congress  of  Parents  and 
Teachers  also  supported  the  reservation. 
The  Superintendent  of  Schools  of  Ala¬ 
meda  opposed  the  CBS  and  KROW,  Inc., 
suggestions  that  the  reservation  be 
shifted  to  a  UHF  channel  arguing  that 
the  educators  should  not  be  required  to 
carry  the  burden  of  developing  UHF. 

(u)  Opposition  to  the  educational  res- 
equation.  Columbia  Broadcasting  Sys¬ 
tem,  Inc.,  and  KROW,  Inc,  opposed  the 
reservation  of  VHP  Channel  9  in  San 
Prancisco-Oakland.  CBS  requested  that 
a  UHF  channel  be  reserved  rather  than  a 
VHP  channel  advancing  the  same  rea¬ 
sons  as  those  urged  in  connection  with  its 
opposition  to  VHP  reservations  in  Boston 
and  Chicago.  KROW,  Inc.,  contended 
that  the  reservation  should  be  shifted  to 
a  UHP  channel  because  the  commercial 
operators  can  not  afford  to  operate  in  the 
UHP  in  view  of  the  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  VHP  receivers  already  in  the 
area.  Educators,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
was  urged  were  not  dependent  on  circu¬ 
lation  and  could  pioneer  in  the  popular 
acceptance  of  UHF.  Further,  KROW 
submitted  that,  commercial  interests 
should  have  the  VHP  channel  because 
they  would  provide  a  multipurpose  pro¬ 
gram  service  whereas  an  educational  sta¬ 
tion  would  be  limited  to  a  single  purpose 
use.  KROW  contended,  also,  that  the 
reservation  of  Channel  9  deprived  the 
San  Prancisco-Oakland  hearing  appli¬ 
cants  of  prior  rights  to  such  channel  un¬ 
der  the  Commission’s  rules.  KROW  ar¬ 
gued  that  the  reservation  of  this  channel 
on  behalf  of  prospective  nonhearing  ap¬ 
plicants  was  in  direct  violation  of  estab¬ 
lished  rules  and  policies  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  Since  no  educational  applicants 
appeared  in  the  San  Prancisco-Oakland 
hearing  case,  and  since  no  application 
was  filed  by  any  educational  group  re¬ 
questing  any  of  the  VHP  channels  which 
had  been  designated  for  hearing,  KROW 
contended  that  the  applicants  who  had 
completed  their  hearing  were  entitled  to 
priority  with  respect  to  Channel  9. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

952.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  record 
supports  the  basis  for  reserving  VHP 
Channel  9  in  San  Prancisco-Oakland  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  educational  interests  in 
the  San  Prancisco-Oakland  area  have 
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demonstrated  on  the  record  a  strong  in¬ 
terest  in  and  a  firm  intention  to  proceed 
with  the  task  of  instituting  a  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  service  in  this  area. 
We  are  impressed  with  the  fact  that 
steps  have  been  taken  to  coordinate  the 
interests  of  a  large  number  of  educational 
interests.  This  area  is  one  of  the  great 
cultural  centers  of  the  country,  and  the 
Commission  believes  it  should  lend  every 
encouragement  to  the  early  establish¬ 
ment  of  an  educational  television  service 
in  this  area.  With  four  other  VHP  sta¬ 
tions  and  five  UHF  channels  available  to 
the  commercial  interests,  we  believe  that 
the  reservation  of  one  VHP  channel  for 
educational  use  is  an  equitable  distribu¬ 
tion  of  the  channels  available  for  assign¬ 
ment  in  this  area.^  Accordingly,  the 
reservation  of  Channel  9  in  San  Pran- 
cisco-Oakland  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use  is  finalized.’* 

Co7iclusions :  Additional  Commercial 
VHF  Channels 

953.  Four  parties:  CBS,  Television 
California,  The  Tribune  Building  Com¬ 
pany,  and  KROW,  Inc.,  have  requested 
the  assignment  of  additional  VHF  chan¬ 
nels  to  San  Fiancisco-Oakland.  We  are 
of  the  view,  however,  that  the  record 
does  not  support  the  basis  for  assigning 
additional  VHF  channels  to  this  com¬ 
munity,  CBS  has  submitted  four  alter¬ 
nate  requests:  CBS  Plaii  1  would  assign 
an  additional  VHF  channel  by  substi¬ 
tuting  a  UHF  channel  for  the  only  VHP 
channel  in  San  Jose,  a  city  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  95,000  in  a  metropolitan  area  of 
291.000.  CBS  Plan  2  would  assign  an 
additional  VHP  channel  by  substituting 
a  UHF  channel  for  the  only  VHP  chan¬ 
nel  in  Stockton,  a  city  with  a  population 
of  71,000  in  a  metropolitan  area  of 
201,000.  CBS  Plan  3  would  assign  two 
additional  VHP  channels  by  substi¬ 
tuting  UHF  channels  for  the  only  VHP 
channels  in  both  San  Jose  and  Stockton. 
CBS  Plan  4  would  assign  an  additional 
VHF  channel  by  substituting  VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  3  for  VHF  Channel  6  in  Sacramento, 
thereby  precluding  the  assignment  of  an 
additional  VHF  channel  to  Sacramento 
as  requested  by  several  parties.  Fur¬ 
ther,  this  plan  would  make  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  6  in  Stockton  at  a 
distance  of  only  188  miles  from  the  co¬ 
channel  assignment  in  San  Luis  Obispo 
and  would  thus  violate  the  190-mil8 
mmimum  spacing  for  co-channel  assign¬ 
ments  in  Zone  II.  Television  California 
would  similarly  assign  an  additional 
VHP  channel  to  San  Prancisco-Oakland 
by  substituting  Channel  3  for  Channel 
6  in  Sacramento.  The  Television  Cali¬ 
fornia  counterproposal  would  also  pre¬ 
clude  the  assignment  of  an  additional 
VHF  channel  in  Sacramento.  The  Tele- 

See  also  our  decision  with  respect  to  the 
educational  reservation  In  Boston,  Mass. 

”  With  respect  to  the  contention  of  KROW 
concerning  its  legal  rights  as  a  participant 
In  a  hearing  prior  to  the  “freeze”  raised  In 
connection  with  the  reservation  of  Channel 
9.  the  Commission  pointed  out  above  that 
Its  opinion  issued  on  December  12,  1951,  In 
connection  with  the  requests  for  oral  hear¬ 
ing  of  Dally  News  Television  Co.  et  al.  makes 
clear  that  the  Commission,  In  a  proceeding 
such  as  this,  may  change  the  assignments  of 
VHF  channels  for  San  Franclsco-Oakland. 


Vision  California  request  would  also 
assign  Channel  6  in  Stockton  in  violation 
of  the  190-mile  minimum  spacing  for 
co-channel  assignments  in  Zone  II.  Tho 
Tribune  Building  Company  would  assign 
an  additional  VHP  channel  to  San  Fran- 
cisco-Oakland  by  substituting  Channel  3 
for  Channel  6  in  Sacramento,  thereby 
precluding  the  assignment  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  VHP  channel  to  Sacramento.  In 
addition,  the  Tribune  Building  Company 
counterproposal  would  assign  Channel  2 
in  Visalia  at  a  distance  of  only  160  miles 
from  Station  KNXT  operating  on  Chan¬ 
nel  2  in  Los  Angeles.  This  separation, 
also,  does  not  meet  the  190-mile  mini¬ 
mum  for  co-channel  assignments  in 
Zone  n.  Finally,  KROW.  Inc.,  has  sub¬ 
mitted  four  alternate  plans  seeking  an 
additional  VHP  assignment  for  San 
Prancisco-Oalcland :  KROW  Plan  1 
would  assign  an  additional  VHF  chan¬ 
nel  by  substituting  Channel  3  for  Chan¬ 
nel  6  in  Sacramento,  thereby  precluding 
the  assignment  of  an  additional  VHP 
channel  to  Sacramento.  In  addition, 
this  plan  would  assign  Channel  6  in 
Stockton,  only  188  miles  from  the  co¬ 
channel  assignment  in  San  Luis  Obispo, 
and  Channel  11  or  13  in  Reno.  Channel 
11' at  Reno  would  be  only  188  miles  from 
San  Jose,  and  Channel  13  at  Reno  would 
be  only  185  miles  from  San  Francisco 
and  178  miles  from  Oakland,  where 
Channel  13  is  proposed  to  be  assigned  by 
KROW.  These  co-channel  separations, 
therefore,  would  not  meet  the  190-mile 
minimum  for  Zone  II.  KROW  Plan  2 
would  assign  an  additional  VHF  channel 
to  San  Rancisco-Oakland  by  substi¬ 
tuting  a  UHF  channel  for  VHF  Channel 
8,  the  only  channel  assigned  to  Monte- 
rey-Salinas,  a  community  w’ith  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  30,000.’*  This  plan  would  also 
assign  Channel  11  or  13  to  Reno  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  190-mile  minimum  for 
co-channel  assignments  in  Zone  II. 
KROW  Plan  3  would  assign  an  addi¬ 
tional  VHF  channel  to  San  Prancisco- 
Oakland  by  substituting  a  UHF  channel 
for  the  only  VHF  channel  in  Stockton. 
Finally,  KROW  Plan  4  would  assign  an 
additional  VHP  channel  to  San  Fran- 
cisco-Oakland  by  substituting  a  UHF 
channel  for  a  VHP  channel  in  Monterey. 
This  plan  would  also  assign  Channel  6 
in  Stockton,  and  Channel  11  or  13  in 
Reno,  in  violation  of  the  190-mile  mini¬ 
mum  for  co-channel  assignment  separa¬ 
tions  in  Zone  II. 

954.  As  will  be  noted  from  the  fore¬ 
going,  the  requests  for  additional  VHP 
channels  in  San  Prancisco-Oakland  con¬ 
sists  of  (1)  those  substituting  UHF  chan¬ 
nels  for  VHP  channels  in  San  Jose, 
Stockton,  or  Monterey- Salinas;  and  (2) 
those  making  changes  in  assignments 
without  deleting  a  VHP  channel  from 
any  community.  With  respect  to  the 
first  group,  we  do  not  believe  that  the 
record  supports  the  basis  for  assigning 
an  additional  VHF  channel  in  San  Pi*an- 
cisco-Oakland  at  the  expense  of  deleting 
the  only  VHF  channel  from  cities  as  large 
and  as  important  as  San  Jose,  Stockton 
or  Monterey-Salinas.  We  are  of  the 
view'  that  the  only  VHP  channel  should 
not  be  deleted  from  those  communities 

**  As  a  result  of  our  decision  herein,  Chan¬ 
nel  8  will  be  assigned  to  Monterey-Salluas. 


in  order  to  afford  a  sixth  VHF  channel 
to  San  Prancisco-Oakland.  In  addition, 
the  KROW  Plans  2  and  4,  which  would 
delete  VHP  Channel  8  from  Monterey, 
would  assign  Channel  11  or  13  in  Reno 
in  violation  of  the  190-mile  minimum  for 
co-channel  assignments:  and  KROW 
Plan  4  would  similarly  assign  Channel  6 
in  Stockton.  With  respect  to  the  second 
group  of  requests,  those  which  do  not 
delete  VHP  channels  from  other  com¬ 
munities,  it  will  be  noted  that  all  such 
requests  conflict  with  the  counterpro¬ 
posals  of  McClatchy  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  and  Harmco,  Inc.  and  KCRA,  Inc. 
seeking  the  addition  of  a  third  VHP 
channel  for  Sacramento.  In  the  Third 
Notice  four  channels  were  proposed  for 
Sacramento:  VHF  Channels  6  and  10 
and  UHF  Channels  40  and  46,  with 
Channel  40  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  use.  Sacramento  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  138,000  and  the  Sacramento 
standard  metropolitan  area  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  277,000.  We  are  of  the  view 
that  the  assignment  of  a  third  VHP 
channel  to  Sacramento  is  to  be  preferred 
to  the  assignment  of  a  sixth  VHF  chan¬ 
nel,  and  eleventh  channel,  for  San  Pran¬ 
cisco-Oakland.  We  believe  that  the 
assignment  of  ten  channels,  five  VHP 
and  five  UHF,  with  one  VHF  channel 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use,  is  a  fair  and  equitable  distribution 
for  San  Prancisco-Oakland  in  light  of 
the  need  for  facilities  in  other  communi¬ 
ties.  Furthermore,  every  request  seek¬ 
ing  an  additional  VHP  assignment  for 
San  Prancisco-Oakland  without  deleting 
a  VHF  channel  from  another  community 
w’ould  violate  the  190-mile  minimum  for 
co-channel  assignments  in  Zone  II.  In 
view  of  the  foregoing,  the  counterpro¬ 
posals  of  CBS.  Television  California,  The 
Tribune  Building  Company,  and  KROW, 
Inc.  are  denied.  With  respect  to  the 
Tribune  Building  Company  and  KROW, 
Inc.  contentions  that  an  additional  as¬ 
signment  is  needed  in  Oakland,  it  should 
be  pointed  out  that  the  assignment  of 
10  channels  have  been  made  to  San 
Prancisco-Oakland  and  that  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  standing  of  parties  from  Oak¬ 
land  is  properly  to  be  determined  in  a 
licensing  proceeding.  In  view  of  the 
assignments  that  have  been  made,  we 
do  not  believe  it  appropriate  in  this  pro¬ 
ceeding  to  determine  which  channel 
should  be  granted  to  Oakland  or  to  an 
Oakland  applicant. 

Final  Assignments 


955.  The  follow'ing  assignments  and 
reservation  are  adopted: 


1 

City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

San  Francisco-Oakland _ | 

J.4,5,7,*#' 

1 

20.  a>,  32. 38.  44 

PORT  CHICAGO,  CALIFORNIA 

956.  (a)  Proposed  assignmeyits.  In  the 
Third  Notice  no  assignments  were  pro¬ 
posed  for  Port  Chicago. 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Port  Chicago  is  estimated  at  3,290.  It 
Is  an  unincorporated  town  lying  within 
the  San  Prancisco-Oakland  urbanized 
district. 


4044 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


(c)  Counterproposal  of  KECC,  Inc., 
Pittsburg,  California.  KECC,  Inc.,  re¬ 
quested  that  Channel  15  be  assigned  to 
Port  Chicago,  California,  without  any 
other  changes  in  the  assignments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Commission  in  the  Third 
Notice. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  KECC, 
Inc.,  counterproposal.  KECC  pointed 
out  that  Port  Chicago  was  located  in 
Contra  Costa  and  that  no  assignments 
were  proposed  by  the  Third  Notice  for 
this  entire  county.  It  was  alleged  that 
the  assignment  of  Channel  15  to  Port 
Chicago  would  meet  the  Commission’s 
required  mileage  separations  and  would 
effectuate  priorities  1  and  3  in  providing 
a  first  television  service  to  certain  com¬ 
munities  in  the  county,  and  a  first  and 
only  local  service  to  Port  Chicago  and 
the  entire  county.  It  was  alleged  that 
Contra  Costa  County  ranks  fifth  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  population  and  is  “the  fastest 
growing  county  in  the  State.”  It  was 
argued  that  section  307  (b)  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  and  the  Commission’s 
priorities  require  the  assignment  of  a 
channel  to  Contra  Costa  County.  It  was 
submitted  that  the  great  bulk  of  popu¬ 
lation  of  Contra  Costa  County  lies  north¬ 
east  of  San  Francisco,  20-30  miles  dis¬ 
tant,  behind  a  large  range  of  hills  east 
of  San  Francisco  Bay,  and  that  these 
areas  form  an  entirely  separate  and 
largely  isolated  community  from  the 
metropolitan  centers  of  San  Francisco 
and  Oakland.  Because  of  these  terrain 
features,  it  was  argued,  television  serv¬ 
ice  would  not  be  adequate  for  most  of 
the  cpunty  if  It  would  have  to  rely  on 
San  Francisco  stations  for  service. 

(e)  Conflicting  counterproposal  and 
oppositions.  The  assignment  of  Channel 
15  to  Port  Chicago  would  preclude  the 
a.ssignment  of  Channel  30  to  Stockton  as 
requested  by  CBS  in  its  counterproposals 
1  and  3  for  San  Francisco.  The  CBS 
counterproposals  for  San  Francisco  have 
been  denied  elsewhere  in  this  Report  and 
will,  therefore,  not  be  considered  further 
in  this  connection. 

Conclusions 

957.  The  assignment  of  Channel  15  to 
Port  Chicago  would  meet  our  standards 
for  minimum  separations  and  it  is  our 
view  that  the  record  warrants  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  15  to  that  com¬ 
munity.  Accordingly,  the  counterpro¬ 
posal  of  KECC,  Inc.,  is  granted. 

Final  Assignments 


958.  The  following  assignment  is 
adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan-  ] 

UHF  Chan- 

Del  No.  1 

# 

Di'l  No. 

Fort  ChicftfO,  Calif.  .  _  . 

15 

BAKERSFIELD,  CALIFORNIA 

959.  (a)  Proposed  assignment.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  assignment  of  two  channels  to 
Bakersfield:  VHF  Channel  10  and  UHP 
Channel  29. 

(b)  Census  data.  Bakersfield  has  a 
population  of  35,000. 

(c)  Counterproposal  of  Paul  R.  Bart¬ 
lett  and  Gene  DeYoung,  Paul  R  Bart¬ 


lett  and  Gene  DeYoung,  Bakersfield,  Cal¬ 
ifornia,  requested  the  additional  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  Channel  8  to  Bakersfield. 
No  other  changes  are  suggested  to  ac¬ 
complish  this  assignment. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Paul  R.  Bartlett  and  Gene 
DeYoung.  Paul  R.  Bartlett  and  Gene 
DeYoung  urged  that  the  assignment  of 
Channel  8  to  Bakersfield  can  be  effected 
without  modifjdng  or  adversely  affecting 
any  assignment  proposed  in  the  Third 
Notice.  It  was  alleged  that  such  assign¬ 
ment  would  be  in  full  accordance  with 
the  standards  and  would  meet  the  pri¬ 
orities  as  specified  in  the  Third  Notice, 
in  that  it  would  make  available  an  ad¬ 
ditional  service  to  Bakersfield  and  the 
surrounding  area  without  limiting  or  de¬ 
priving  any  other  community  or  area  of 
television  service. 

(e)  Counterproposal  of  McClatchy 
Broadcasting  Company.  McClatchy 
Broadcasting  Company  also  requested 
the  additional  assignment  of  VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  C  at  Bakersfield,  to  be  accomplished 
without  changing  any  other  assignments. 

(f)  Statement  in  support  of 
McClatchy  Broadcasting  Company 
counterproposal.  McClatchy  Broad¬ 
casting  Company  alleged  that  the 
assignment  of  Channel  8  in  Bakersfield 
would  meet  the  channel  spacing  require¬ 
ments  as  set  out  in  the  Third  Notice.  It 
was  noted  that  the  distance  between 
Bakersfield  and  the  closest  co-channel 
assignment  at  Monterey,  California, 
would  be  182  miles.  It  was  argued  that 
the  assignment  of  Channel  8  to  Bakers¬ 
field  would  further  the  objectives  of  sec¬ 
tions  1  and  307  (b)  of  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act,  and  that  such  assignment 
would  conform  to  the  principles  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  priorities.  It  was  noted 
that  the  Baker^eld  1950  population  in¬ 
creased  18.1  percent  over  that  of  1940, 
and  that  Kem  County,  in  which  Bakers¬ 
field  is  located,  has  a  1950  population 
68.1  percent  greatei*  than  that  of  1940. 

(g)  Channel  8  in  Bakersfield  would  be 
182  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  at  Monterey,  California.  Both 
Bakersfield  and  Monterey  are  situated  in 
Zone  n ;  and  accordingly,  the  assignment 
of  Channel  8  in  Bakersfield  would  not 
meet  the  190-mile  minimum  required 
assignment  separation  for  this  zone. 

(h)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  Bakersfield  counter¬ 
proposals.  Radio  KIST,  Inc.,  Santa  Bar¬ 
bara,  California,  originally  filed  a  coun¬ 
terproposal  seeking  the  assignment  of 
Channel  8  to  Santa  Barbara.  This  coun¬ 
terproposal  conflicts  with  the  Bakersfield 
count^proposals,  since  Bakersfield  and 
Santa  Bartora  are  only  76  miles  apart. 
KIST,  however,  later  filed  an  alternate 
counterproposal  seeking  the  assignment 
of  Channel  3  to  Santa  Barbara,  which 
has  been  granted  elsewhere  in  this  Re¬ 
port.  KIST  filed  oppositions  to  the 
Bakersfield  counterproposals  since  it 
conflicted  with  its  original  counterpro¬ 
posal  requesting  Channel  8  in  Santa  Bar¬ 
bara.  The  Salinas  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  filed  a  counterproposal  seeking  the 
assignment  of  VHF  Channel  8  in  Salinas, 
California,  at  a  distance  of  172  miles 
from  Bakersfield  smd  in  conflict  with 
the  Bakersfield  counterproposals.  This 


counterproposal  is  denied  elsewhere  In 
this  Report. 

Conclusions 

960.  Paul  R.  Bartlett  and  Gene  De¬ 
Young  and  the  McClatchy  Broadcasting 
Company  requested  the  assignment  of 
VHP  Channel  8  to  Bakersfield  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  without  changing  any  other 
assignments.  As  noted  above,  however, 
Channel  8  at  Bakersfield  would  be  only 
182  miles  from  the  co-channel  assign¬ 
ment  at  Monterey.  Since  both  these 
communities  lie  in  Zone  II,  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  Channel  8  in  Bakersfield  would 
violate  the  190  mile  minimum  spacing 
for  co-channel  assignments.  'The  coun¬ 
terproposals  of  Paul  R.  Bartlett.  Gene 
DeYoung  and  McClatchy  Broadcasting 
Company  are,  therefore,  denied. 

Final  Assignments 


961.  The  following  assigiunents  are 
adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Bakersfield,  Calif.. 

10 

26 

SALINAS  AND  MONTEREY,  CALIFORNIA 

962.  (a)  Proposed  assignments.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  assignments  for 
Salinas  and  Monterey: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan- 
wl  No. 

Monterey,  Calif . 

e 

Salinas,  Calif _ _ _ 

28 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Monterey  is  16,000  and  the  population  of 
Salinas  is  14,000. 

(c)  Support  for  proposed  Monterey 
assignment.  Steven  A.  Cisler  and  Monte¬ 
rey  Radio-Television  Company  supported 
the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel  8  to 
Monterey.  It  was  stated  that  the  closest 
co-channel  assignment  would  be  at  Reno, 
Nevada,  at  a  distance  of  232  miles,  and 
the  closest  adjacent  channel  assignment 
would  be  Channels  7  and  9  at  San  Fran- 
cisco-Oakland,  a  distance  of  86  miles.  It 
was  asserted  that  Monterey’s  population 
of  16,000  represented  a  59.9  percent  in¬ 
crease  over  its  1940  population. 

<d  >  Counterproposal  of  Salinas  Broad- 
casting  Company.  Salinas  Broadcasting 
Company,  Salinas,  requested  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  a  VHP  channel  to  Salinas,  to  be 
accomplished  by  deleting  Channel  8  from 
Monterey  and  substituting  therefor 
Channel  28,  as  follows: 


Third  Notice 

Counter¬ 

proposal 

City 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

VHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF 
Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

Monterey,  Calif..... 

8 

S&liiuLo,  Calir 

28 

1-1 

(e)'  Statement  in  support  of  Salinas 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal. 
Salinas  Broadcasting  Company  pointed 
out  that  Salinas  is  the  county  seat  oX 
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Monterey  County,  which  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  130,498,  and  that  of  this  figure. 
48.755  persons  reside  in  Monterey  and 
“towns  located  on  the  Monterey  Penin¬ 
sula  and  unincorporated  areas  on  the 
peninsula,”  and  that,  on  the  other  hand, 
81,743  persons  reside  in  Salinas  and  the 
eastern  portion  of  Monterey  County  of 
which  Salinas  is  the  hub.  It  was  noted 
that  Salinas  has  a  Class  in  regional  AM 
station  while  Monterey  has  only  a  Class 
IV  local  AM  station.  It  was  noted  that 
Salinas  lies  on  the  main  line  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad  while  Monte¬ 
rey  is  only  on  a  branch  spur.  It  was 
stated  that  the  California  Department 
of  Employment  reported  that  the  ‘‘Sali¬ 
nas  city  area”  had  a  population  of  38,200, 
while  the  ‘‘Monterey  city  area”  had  a 
population  of  only  17,000,  and  that, 
accordingly,  Salinas  has  a  2-1  advantage 
over  Monterey  in  population.  The  Sa¬ 
linas  Broadcasting  Company  urged  that, 
in  view  of  the  relative  standing  and  com¬ 
parative  .statistics  of  Salinas  and  Mon¬ 
terey,  the  proposed  assignments  should 
be  shifted,  assigning  VHP  Channel  8  to 
Salinas  and  UHP  Channel  28  to  Monte¬ 
rey.  The  distance  between  the  two  com¬ 
munities  is  15  miles.  It  was  urged  that 
where  a  VHP  channel  can  be  assigned  to 
a  larger  community  without  ‘‘serious  dis¬ 
location”  of  the  over-all  assignment 
plan,  the  larger  community  should  be 
assigned  the  VHP  channel. 

(f)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun^ 
terproposals  to  the  Salinas  Broadcasting 
Company  counterproposal.  The  Salinas 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal 
conflicts  with  the  counterproposals  of 
Harmco,  Inc.,  and  KCRA,  Inc.,  Sacra¬ 
mento,  California ;  Columbia  Broadcast¬ 
ing  System,  Inc.,  l^n  Pranciscc,  Califor¬ 
nia  (proposals  1  and  3) ;  McClatchy 
Broadcasting  Company,  Bakersfield,  Cal¬ 
ifornia;  and  KROW,  Inc.,  San  Francisco, 
California.  Oppositions  to  the  Salinas 
Broadcasting  Company  counterproposal 
were  filed  by  McClatchy  Broadcasting 
Company;  CBS;  and  the  Monterey 
Radio-Television  Company.  All  of  the 
conflicting  counterproposals  have  been 
denied  elsew’here  in  this  Report  for  the 
reasons  there  stated.  In  its  opposition 
the  Monterey  Radio-Television  Company 
urged  that  Salinas  has  a  population  of 
14,000  representing  an  increase  of  only 
19.9  percent  over  the  1940  census  figures, 
while  Monterey  has  a  population  of  over 
16.000  representing  a  59.9  percent  in¬ 
crease.  It  was  contended,  therefore, 
that  not  only  is  Monterey  the  larger 
community,  but  it  is  growing  more 
rapidly. 

Conclusions 

963.  The  distance  between  Salinas  and 
Monterey  is  approximately  15  miles. 
Stations  in  either  community  would  pro¬ 
vide  Grade  A  service  to  the  other  on 
both  Channels  8  and  28.  'The  population 
of  Monterey  is  only  slightly  greater  than 
that  of  Salinas.  In  view  of  the  forego-' 
ing,  we  are  of  the  view  that  Channei  B 
and  28  should  be  assigned  to  Monterey 
and  Salinas  jointly  rather  than  Channel 
8  to  Monterey  and  Channel  28  to  Salinas 
separately.  Channels  8  and  28  in  both 
Salinas  and  Monterey  will  meet  the  re¬ 
quired  mileage  spacings  for  assignments 
in  this  zone.  Accordingly,  Channels  8 


and  28  will  be  assigned  to  Monterey- 
Salinas. 

Final  Assignments 


964.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  assignments  are  adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan* 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Monterey-Sallnss,  Calif... 

8 

23 

RENO,  NEVADA 

965.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
four  channels  to  Reno.  Nevada;  VHP 
Channels  3  and  8  and  UHF  Channels  21 
and  27,  with  Channel  21  reserved  for 
noncommercial  educational  use.” 

(b)  Census  data.  The  population  of 
Reno  is  32,000. 

(c)  Counterproposals  of  Kenyon 
Brown.  Kenyon  Brown,  Reno,  re¬ 
quested  the  assignment  of  VHP  Channel 
11  as  an  additional  assignment  to  Reno. 
No  other  changes  in  assignments  are 
suggested  in  order  to  accomplish  this  as¬ 
signment. 

(d)  Statement  in  support  of  Kenyon 
Brown  counterproposal.  Kenyon 
Brown  urged  that  Reno  is  the  largest 
city  in  Nevada,  with  approximately  31 
percent  of  the  state’s  population.  It 
was  noted  that  Reno  is  located  in 
Washoe  County,  the  largest  county  in 
Nevada,  with  a  population  of  50,205. 
Kenyon  Brown  argued  that  an  equitable 
distribution  of  television  facilities  re¬ 
quires  that  Reno  be  assigned  an  addi¬ 
tional  VHP  channel  and  that  the  as¬ 
signment  of  Channel  11  in  Reno  could 
be  achieved  without  involving  priorities 

I  through  4,  and  would  meet  priority  5 
In  providing  an  additional  facility  for 
the  largest  city  in  Nevada.  It  was  stated 
that  under  its  counterproposal  the 
closest  co-channel  assignment  would  be 
Channel  11  at  San  Jose.  California,  188 
miles  from  Reno. 

(e)  Oppositions  and  conflicting  coun* 
terproposals  to  the  Kenyon  Brown  coun^ 
terproposal.  The  Kenyon  Brown  coun¬ 
terproposal  conflicts  with  the  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Harmco,  Inc.,  and  KCRA, 
Inc,,  for  Sacramento,  California,  and  an 
opposition  has  been  filed  by  Harmco  and 
KCRA. 

(f)  Educational  reservation.  The  Reno 
School  District  No.  10  filed  a  statement 
supporting  the  reservation  of  Channel 
21  in  Reno  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use.  No  oppositions  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

966.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  21  in  Reno  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use  is  finalized. 

Conclusions:  Additional  VHF  Assignment 

967.  Kenyon  Brown  has  requested  the 
additional  assignment  of  VIS'  Channel 

II  to  Reno.  However,  Channel  11  in 
Reno  would  be  only  188  miles  from  the 


”In  connection  with  our  discussion  of 
Sacramento.  California,  Channel  4  Is  sub¬ 
stituted  for  Channel  3  In  Reno. 


co-channel  assignment  at  San  Jose, 
California.  Both  Reno  and  San  Jose  are 
situated  in  Zone  II.  Accordingly,  the 
Kenyon  Brown  counterproposal  would 
not  meet  the  required  190  miles  mini¬ 
mum  co-channel  assignment  separation 
for  this  zone  and  is  therefore  denied. 
It  should  also  be  noted  that  in  light  of 
the  required  separations,  no  VHP  chan¬ 
nel  can  be  assigned  as  an  additional  as¬ 
signment  to  Reno. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation. 

968.  In  connection  with  our  discussion 
of  Sacramento,  California.  VHF  Channel 
4  has  been  substituted  for  VHF  Channel 
3  in  Reno  in  order  to  make  possible  the 
assignment  of  an  additional  VHF  chan¬ 
nel  in  Sacramento.  In  view  of  the  fore¬ 
going,  the  following  assignments  are 
adopted: 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Chan- 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Reno,  Nev_-  ..  _ 

4,8 

•21,27 

LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

969.  In  the  Third  Notice,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  proposed  the  reservation  of  VHP 
Channel  10  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  use  in  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  The 
JCET  filed  a  statement  supporting  the 
reservation.  No  oppositions  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

970.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  res¬ 
ervation  of  Channel  10  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use  in  Las  Vegas,  Nevada, 
Is  finalized. 

SAN  DIEGO,  CALIFORNIA 

971.  (a)  Proposed  assignments  and 
reservation.  In  the  Third  Notice  the 
Commission  proposed  the  assignment  of 
six  channels  to- San  Diego,  California: 
VHP  Channels  3.  8,  and  10  and  UHP 
Channels  21,  27,  and  33.  with  Channel  3 
reserved  for  noncommercial  educational 
use.  However,  as  noted  in  connection 
with  our  discussion  of  international  con¬ 
siderations  above,  the  Mexican-United 
States  Television  Agreement  assigns 
Channel  3  to  Mexicali,  Baja,  California. 
Mexico  rather  than  San  Diego.” 

(b)  Census  data.  San  Diego  has  a 
population  of  334,000.  The  San  Diego 
standard  metropolitan  area  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  557,000. 

(c)  Existing  stations.  Kennedy 
Broadcasting  Company  is  licensed  for  the 
operation  of  Station  KFMB-TV  in  San 
Diego  on  Channel  8. 

(d)  Counterproposal  of  Charles  E. 
Salik.  Charles  E.  Salik,  San  Diego,  re¬ 
quested  the  assignment  of  an  additional 


”  Television  Broadcasting  Company.  San 
Diego,  California,  filed  a  counterproposal 
seeking  the  assignment  of  VHF  Channel  12 
and  UHP  Channel  15  to  San  Diego  and  as¬ 
signing  VHP  Channel  6  and  UHF  Channels 
27  and  33  to  Tijuana,  However,  Television 
Broadcasting  Company  has  filed  no  sworn 
evidence  In  support  of  Its  counterproposal 
and  It  will  not  be  considered  further  in  this 
report. 
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VHP  channel  to  San  Diego,  to  be  ac-  or  12  from  Tijuana,  Mexico,  as  indicated 
complished  by  deleting  VHP  Channel  6  below: 


City 

Third  Xotico 

Proposed  changes 

VHF  Channel  UUF  Channel 
No.  1  No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

CHF  Channel 
No. 

(•3),  R,  10  1  21, 27, 33 

fi,  12  • _ 

|6  or  12],  8, 10 
|l2or0] 

21,r,33 

_ _ _ _ 

1 

(e)  Statement  in  support  of  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Charles  E.  Salik.  Charles  E. 
Salik  pointed  out  that  the  assignment 
of  Channel  6  and  12  in  Tijuana  precludes 
the  assignment  of  these  channels  in  San 
Diego.  It  was  noted,  that  of  the  VHP 
channels  proposed  for  San  Diego,  Chan¬ 
nel  8  is  already  in  operation  and  that 
only  one  other  VHP  channel  remains  un¬ 
assigned.  Charles  E.  Salik  stated  that 
there  would  be  other  applicants  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  himself  for  this  assignment  and 
urged  that  additional  VHP  channels  be 
assigned  to  San  Diego  for  commercial 
purposes  to  afford  a  sound  assignment  of 
channels  in  the  public  interest  and  in 
conformity  with  section  307  (b)  of  the 
Communications  Act.  It  was  suggested 


(g)  Statement  in  support  of  counter¬ 
proposal  of  Airfan  Radio  Corporation, 
Ltd.  Airfan  Radio  Corporation.  Ltd., 
submitted  that  the  assignment  of  two 
VHP  channels  to  Tijuana,  Mexico, 
would  not  be  an  equitable  distribution  of 
television  facilities  corresponding  to  the 
legitimate  needs  of  the  area  to  be  served. 
It  was  suggested  that  UHP  Channels  39, 
45.  51.  57,  and  63  could  be  assigned  to 
Tijuana  to  replace  VHP  Channel  6  or  12. 

(h)  Conflicting  counterproposals  and 
oppositions  to  the  counterproposals  of 
Charles  E.  Salik  and  Airfan  Radio  Cor¬ 
poration,  Ltd.  The  American  Broad¬ 
casting  Company,  Inc.,  Los  Angeles,  Cal¬ 
ifornia,  filed  an  opposition  to  the  Charles 
E.  Salik  and  Airfan  Radio  Corporation, 
Ltd.,  counterproposals.’* 

(i)  Educational  reservation.  The 
superintendent  of  schools  supported  an 
educational  reservation  in  San  Diego  on 
behalf  of  the  San  Diego  city  schools,  the 
San  Diego  county  schools,  and  the  San 
Diego  State  College.  It  was  asserted 
that  the  $32,000,000  budget  for  the  above 
organizations  would  make  possible  the 
financing  of  an  educational  television 
station.  A  resolution  of  the  San  Diego 
City  Council  supporting  tlie  reservation 
was  also  submitted.  The  JCET  and  Cal¬ 
ifornia  Congress  of  Parents  and  Teach¬ 
ers  also  supported  the  reservation.  No 
oppositions  to  a  reservation  in  San  Diego 
were  filed. 


"Earle  C.  Anthony,  Los  Angeles,  California, 
also  filed  oppositions  to  the  Airfan  Radio 
Corporation,  Ltd.,  and  Charles  E.  Salllc 
counterproposals.  However,  evidence  In  sup¬ 
port  of  its  oppositions  was  not  filed  and  will 
nut  be  considered  in  this  report. 


that  UHF  channels  could  be  utilized  in 
Tijuana  in  place  of  VHP  Channel  12  or 
VHP  Channel  6.  Charles  E.  Salik  ar¬ 
gued  that  the  assignment  of  both  VHP 
Channels  6  and  12  in  Tijuana  is  “con¬ 
trary  to  principles  of  sound  assignment 
within  the  United  States  and  contrary 
to  any  just  obligations  or  principles  of 
international  accord  with  Mexico;  and 
therefore  contiary  to  the  public  interest.” 

(f)  Counterproposal  of  Airfan  Radio 
Corporation,  Ltd.  Airfan  Radio  Corpo¬ 
ration,  Ltd.,  San  Diego,  California,  re¬ 
quested  the  additional  assignment  of  a 
VHP  channel  to  San  Diego  by  deleting 
VHP  Channel  6  or  12  from  Tijuana, 
Mexico,  as  indicated  below: 


Conclusions:  Additional  Commercial 
Channels 

972.  Both  Charles  E.  Salik  and  Airfan 
Radio  Corporation.  Ltd.,  seek  additional 
VHP  channels  for  San  Diego  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  deleting  VHP  channel 
from  Tijuana,  Mexico.  These  counter¬ 
proposals  conflict  with  the  Mexican- 
United  States  Television  Agreement. 
Accordingly,  for  the  reasons  stated  above 
in  connection  with  our  discussion  of  the 
Mexican-United  States  Television  Agree¬ 
ment,  the  counterproposals  of  Charles  E. 
Salik  and  Airfan  Radio  Corporation, 
Ltd.,  must  be  denied.  However,  we  are 
of  the  view  that  the  record  does  support 
the  basis  for  assigning  an  additional 
commercial  channel  to  San  Diego.  A 
VHP  channel  is  not  available  for  assign¬ 
ment  in  San  Diego  in  accordance  with 
the  Table  of  Assignments  adopted  herein, 
and  the  Mexican-United  States  Televi¬ 
sion  Agreement.**  However,  Channel  39 
will  meet  all  required  mileage  spacings 
for  Zone  II  in  which  San  Diego  is  situ¬ 
ated.  Accordingly,  we  are  assigning 
UHP  Channel  39  to  that  community. 

Conclusions:  Educational  Reservation 

973.  We  are  of  the  view  that  the  record 
supports  the  basis  for  reserving  a  chan¬ 
nel  in  San  Diego  for  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  use.  However,  as  noted  above, 
Channel  3  which  was  proposed  in  the 
Third  Notice  to  be  so  reserved  cannot  be 
assigned  to  San  Diego  in  light  of  the 
Mexican-United  States  Television  Agree- 


"  In  ibis  connection  see  our  discussion  in 
paragraph  239  above  concerning  VHP  assign¬ 
ments  in  the  San  Diego-Tijuana-Mexicall 
area. 


ment.  Accordingly,  we  are  assigning 
UHP  Channel  15  to  San  Diego  and  are 
reserving  this  channel  for  noncommer- 
cial  educational  use.  Channel  15  meets 
all  required  mileage  spacings  for  Zone  li. 

Final  Assignments  and  Reservation 


974.  The  following  assignments  are 
adopted : 


City 

VHF  Chan- 

UHF  Ch.aD. 

nel  No. 

nel  No. 

Rj\n  T)ieyo,  C.ilif- .  _ 

8, 10 

*15,  21,  r. 
33,311 

LOS  ANGELES,  SAN  BERNARDINO,  SAN  JOSE, 
AND  STOCKTON,  CALIFORNIA;  EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

975.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In  the 
Third  Notice  the  Commission  proposed 
the  following  reservations  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use: 


VHF 

City:  Channel  No. 

Los  Angeles,  Calif _ *28 

San  Bernardino,  Calif _ _ _ *24 

San  Jose,  Calif _ *54 

Stockton,  Calif _ *42 


(b)  Los  Angeles.  The  reservation  of 
Channel  28  at  Los  Angeles  was  supported 
by  the  superintendent  of  the  Los  Angeles 
City  Schools,  Occidental  College,  Chap¬ 
man  College,  and  the  College  of  Medical 
Evangelists  at  Los  Angeles.  In  addition, 
the  JCET  filed  a'  statement  supporting 
the  reservation  and  submitted  a  state¬ 
ment  supporting  the  reservation  by  the 
Long  Beach  public  schools.  No  opposi¬ 
tions  to  the  proposed  reservation  were 
filed. 

(c)  San  Bernardino.  The  president 
and  superintendent  of  San  Bernardino 
Valley  College  filed  a  statement  support¬ 
ing  the  reservation  of  Channel  24  for 
noncommercial  educational  television 
use  at  San  Bernardino.  The  statement 
was  filed  on  behalf  of  the  Riverside  and 
San  Bernardino  Counties  Educational 
Television  Council.  W’hich  represents  all 
of  the  public  school  districts  in  the  coun¬ 
ties  of  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino,  as 
well  as  the  University  of  California, 
Riverside  Campus;  Redlands  University; 
San  Bernardino  Valley  College;  Chaffey 
College;  Riverside  College;  and  other 
various  colleges  and  public  schools  in  the 
counties.  It  was  stated  that  the  channel 
will  be  used  jointly  and  cooperatively  by 
the  members  of  the  committee.  No  oppo¬ 
sitions  to  the  reservation  were  filed. 

(d)  Son  Jose.  San  Jose  State  College 
filed  a  statement  supporting  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  Channel  54  for  noncommercial 
educational  use  in  San  Jose.  Statements 
supporting  the  reservation  were  also 
filed  by  the  University  of  Santa  Clara 
located  in  the  same  county,  and  the 
Santa  Clara  County  Television  Council. 
In  addition,  the  JCET  filed  a  statement 
to  w'hich  was  attached  evidence  of  sup¬ 
port  for  the  reservation  by  the  Santa 
Clara  County  schools.  No  oppositions  to 
the  reservation  were  filed. 

(e)  Stockto7i.  The  JCET  filed  a  state¬ 
ment  supporting  the  reservation  of 
Channel  42  in  Stockton  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  use.  The  JCET  sub¬ 
mitted  a  statement  of  the  city  manager 
of  Stockton  indicating  support  of  the 


City 

Third  Notice  j 

j  Proposed  changes 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
No. 

VHF  Channel 
No. 

UHF  Channel 
.No. 

Pan  Diefo.  Calif _ _  _ ... 

(•3),  R.  10 
6, 12 

21,  27,  33 

16  or  12).&  10 
|12or  r>] 

21. 27,  33 
(.39.  4.\  .51,  f7,  03| 

Tijuana,  Alexiim _ _ _  ...  . 

Friday^  May  2,  1952 
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reservation  by  the  Stockton  City  Coun¬ 
cil.  College  of  the  Pacific,  Modesto  Junior 
College  and  the  superintendent  of 
schools  of  the  Stockton  Unified  School 
District.  No  oppositions  to  the  proposed 
reservation  were  filed. 

Conclusions 

976.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  fol¬ 
lowing  reservations  for  noncommercial 


use  are  finalized: 

VHF 

City:  ChanJielNo. 

Los  Angeles,  Calif _ -  *28 

San  Bernardino,  Calif _ *24 

San  Jose,  Calif _ *54 

Stockton,  Calif _ *42 


THE  TERRITORIES 

977.  In  the  Third  Notice  the  Commis¬ 
sion  stated  that  it  would  determine 
whether  any  issue  had  been  raised  which 
would  prevent  the  early  lifting  of  the 
"freeze”  with  respect  to  channel  assign¬ 
ments  in  Alaska,  the  Hawaiian  Islands, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  In 
the  absence  of  any  such  issue,  the  Com¬ 
mission  proposed  to  lift  the  “freeze” 
without  waiting  to  reach  a  final  deter¬ 
mination  with  respect  to  all  the  assign¬ 
ments  proposed  in  Appendix  C.  Further 
consideration  of  this  matter  has,  how'- 
ever,  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
"freeze”  in  the  Territories  could  not  be 
lifted  until  final  rules  and  standards  had 
been  adopted  for  the  television  broadcast 
service.  The  Commission  has  not,  how¬ 
ever,  until  this  time  been  in  a  position 
to  issue  its  new  and  revised  television 
rules  and  standards.  In  the  absence  of 
such  a  final  decision  with  respect  to  these 
rules  and  standards,  it  has,  therefore,  not 
been  able  to  lift  the  “freeze”  in  the  Terri¬ 
tories  before  this  date. 

Educational  Reservations  in  the 
Territories 

978.  (a)  Proposed  reservations.  In 
the  Third  Notice  the  Commission  pro¬ 
posed  the  following  reservations  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  use: 


City 

VHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  No. 

•« 

•;t 

l  ihui,  Hawaiian  Islands.. 
Honolulu,  Hawaiian 

•8 

•2 

Wailuku,  Hawaiian 

•10 

Ihlo,  Hawaiian  Islands... 
San  Juan,  Puerto  Kico _ 

•4 

(b)  Counterproposal  of  Pacific  Fron~ 
tier  Broadcasting  Co.,  Ltd.  Pacific 
Frontier  Broadcasting  Company.  Ltd., 
urged  that  “the  reservation  of  Channel 
2  for  a  noncommercial  educational  sta¬ 
tion  at  Honolulu,  T.  H.,  be  eliminated 
and  that  such  reservations  be  made  in¬ 
stead  of  any  one  of  Channels  7,  9,  11,  or 
13  I  we  suggest  Channel  71.”  It  was 
argued  by  Pacific  Frontier  that,  due  to 
nigged  terrain,  Channel  2  would  pro¬ 
vide  optimum  coverage  on  the  Island  of 
Oahu  from  the  transmitter  site  contem¬ 
plated  on  the  Loolaun  Range  and  that 
in  view'  of  the  propagation  characteris¬ 
tics  of  this  frequency  over  rough  terrain 
such  operation  would  provide  optimum 


coverage  of  the  Island  of  Oahu  and 
would  therefore  make  a  most  efficient 
use  of  that  television  facility.  Pacific 
Frontier  stated  that  it  desired  to  use  a 
channel  in  the  lower  half  of  the  VHP 
spectrum  and  that  “in  order  to  save  ex¬ 
penses  by  joint  use  of  the  antenna  struc¬ 
ture,  from  both  Channels  2  and  4,  peti¬ 
tioner  requests  that  the  asterisk  be  re¬ 
moved  from  Channel  2,  and  transferred 
to  one  of  the  channels  in  the  high  band 
portion  of  the  VHF  spectrum.”  In  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  Pacific  Frontier  counter¬ 
proposal  the  JCET  stated  that  it  “has 
no  objection  to  the  granting  of  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Pacific  Frontier  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Company  to  shift  the  channel  at 
Honolulu  reserved  for  noncommercial 
educational  television  station  from  VHP 
Channel  2  to  VHF  Channel  7.” 

(c)  The  remaining  reservations  in  the 
Territories.  The  JCET  supported  the 
reservation  of  Channel  7  in  Honolulu 
and  Channel  6  in  San  Juan  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  use.  No  objections 
were  filed  to  the  proposed  reservations. 

Conclusions:  Honolulu  Educational 
Reservation 

979.  In  light  of  the  stipulation  of  the 
JCET  concerning  the  reservation  of 
Channel  7  in  Honolulu  in  place  of  Chan¬ 
nel  2,  the  educational  reservation  in 
Honolulu  is  shifted  to  Chanel  7  and 
Channel  2  will  be  available  for  commer¬ 
cial  use. 

Conclusions:  Anchorage,  Fairbanks, 

Juneau,  Ketchikan,  Lihui,  Wailuku, 
Hilo,  San  Juan  Educational  Reserva~ 
tions 

980.  On  the  basis  of  the  record,  and  in 
view’  of  the  fact  that  no  oppositions  were 
filed,  the  proposed  reservations  of  chan¬ 
nels  for  noncommercial  educational 
use  in  Fairbanks,  Alaska;  Anchorage, 
Alaska;  Juneau,  Alaska;  Ketchikan, 
Alaska;  Lihui,  Haw’aii;  Wailuku,  Ha¬ 
waii;  Hilo,  Hawaii,  and  San  Juan,  Puerto 
Rico  are  finalized. 

Final  Reservations 

981.  The  following  reservations  in  the 
Territories  for  noncommercial  educa¬ 


tional  use  are  finalized: 

VHF 

City  Channel  No. 

Anchorage,  Alaska _  *7 

Fairbanks,  Alaska _  *9 

Juneau,  Alaska _  *3 

Ketchikan,  Alaska _ *9 

Lihui,  Hawaiian  Islands _ *3 

Honolulu,  Hawaiian  Islands _  *7 

Wailuku.  Hawaiian  Islands _  *10 

Hilo,  Hawaiian  Islands _ *4 

San  Juan.  Puerto  Rico _ -  *6 


REMAINING  COMMERCIAL  ASSIGNMENTS 
PROPOSED  IN  THE  THIRD  NOTICE 

982.  As  indicated  above  (par.  248)  no 
comments  have  been  received  in  this 
proceeding  with  respect  to  the  large  ma¬ 
jority  of  assignments  proposed  in  the 
Third  Notice.  It  is  our  view  that  the 
proposed  assignments  for  which  no  com¬ 
ments  have  been  filed  and  which  we  have 
not  considered  elsewhere  in  this  report 
constitute  a  fair  and  equitable  distribu¬ 
tion  of  the  available  channels.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  these  assignments  are  included  in 
the  Table  of  Assignments  (S  3.606  (b) 
of  the  rules)  and  are  adopted  herewith. 


TEMPOR.ARY  PROCESSING  PROCEDURE 

983.  At  the  conclusion  of  this  pro¬ 
ceeding  the  Commission  expects  to  re¬ 
ceive,  within  a  relatively  short  period  of 
time,  an  unprecedented  number  of  ap¬ 
plications  for  new  television  broadcast 
stations.  The  filing  and  processing  of 
these  applications  will  be  the  first  step 
tow^ard  the  development  of  the  nation¬ 
wide  .  television  broadcast  service  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  new  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  and  the  new  rules  and  regulations. 
The  Commission  is,  therefore,  amending 
§  1.371  of  its  rules  and  regulations  by 
deleting  footnote  10  as  it  presently  reads 
and  substituting  a  new  footnote  10.  The 
new’  footnote  10  to  §  1.371,  designated  as 
Appendix  C-1,  sets  forth  the  procedure 
to  be  follow’ed,  until  further  order  of  the 
Commission,  in  the  processing  of  tele¬ 
vision  broadcast  applications. 

984.  Footnote  10  sets  forth  in  detail 
the  manner  in  which  the  Commission 
will  process  applications  for  permits  to 
construct  new  television  broadcast  sta¬ 
tions,  applications  for  permits  and  modi¬ 
fications  thereof  relating  to  presently 
operating  television  stations  and  stations 
authorized  after  April  14,  1952,  applica¬ 
tions  for  licenses  and  modifications 
thereof,  and  petitions  relating  to  tele¬ 
vision  authorizations. 

985.  Supplementing  the  underlying 
principles  of  the  Table  of  Assignments, 
the  processing  procedure  adopted  today 
is  designed  to  make  television  service 
available  to  the  greatest  number  of  peo¬ 
ple  in  *the  shortest  period  of  time con¬ 
sistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  and  the  public  interest. 
Separate  processing  lines  are  being  pro¬ 
vided  for  different  categories  of  applica¬ 
tions.  With  the  exception  of  applica¬ 
tions  for  channels  designated  for  use  by 
noncommercial  educational  stations,  ap¬ 
plications  w’ill  be  grouped  within  these 
categories  and  given  a  processing  priority 
by  category.  The  categories  are  set 
up  on  the  basis  of  the  present  lack  of 
television  service  in  the  communities  for 
which  they  are  filed.  Applications  for 
noncommercial  educational  television 
stations,  which  are  expected  to  be  rela¬ 
tively  few’  in  number  during  the  period 
for  which  the  temporary  processing  pro¬ 
cedure  is  being  set  up.  will  be  processed 
separately  in  the  order  in  which  they  are 
filed,  beginning  July  1,  1952,  except  that 


•*  Although  the  Commission  has  previously 
processed  applications  lor  new  television 
broadcast  stations  upon  the  basis  of  the  date 
of  filing,  that  procedure  cannot  appropriately 
be  applied  to  the  present  situation.  In  Its 
order  of  September  30,  1948,  adopting  foot¬ 
note  10  to  §  1.371,  the  Commission  stated  that 
pending  applications  and  those  thereafter 
filed  would  not  be  acted  upon,  but  would  be 
placed  In  the  pending  file.  In  Its  Notice  of 
Further  Proposed  Rule  Making  of  July  11, 
1949,  and  Its  Third  Notice  of  March  22.  1951. 
the  Commission  requested  new  applicants  to 
refrain  from  filing  applications  because  of 
the  amendments  which  would  be  required 
when  the  "freeze”  would  be  lifted.  Implicit 
In  these  requests  was  the  assurance  that 
persons  complying  therewith  would  not  be 
placed  in  a  disadvantageous  position  vls-it- 
▼Is  persons  who  might  file  new  applications 
In  disregard  of  the  Commission's  requests. 
Processing  by  date  of  filing  would  therefore 
be  Inequitable  under  these  clrcumstauces. 
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the  priorities  set  up  for  applications  for 
other  new  television  stations  will  be 
effective  with  respect  to  noncommercial 
educational  stations  where  there  is  a 
conflict  of  transmitter  sites  cutting 
across  the  category  lines.  The  same 
procedure  will  be  followed  for  applica¬ 
tions  for  Puerto  Rico,  Alaska,  Hawaiian 
Islands,  and  Virgin  Islands. 

986.  The  first  applications  to  be  proc¬ 
essed,  however,  will  be  those  arising  out 
of  final  determinations  made  by  the 
Commission  with  respect  to  presently 
operating  television  stations  whose  chan¬ 
nel  assignments  will  be  changed  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  orders  to  show  cause  set  forth 
in  the  Commission’s  Third  Notice,  since 
the  implementation  of  these  changes  will 
affect  the  orderly  implementation  of  the 
Table  of  Assignments,  These  applica¬ 
tions  will  be  processed  beginning  with  the 
effective  date  of  the  new  rules. 

987.  Upon  the  completion  of  processing 
the  applications  flowing  from  the  orders 
to  show  cause,  two  processing  lines  will 
be  established  to  operate  concurrently. 
The  operation  of  these  lines  will  not  be¬ 
gin  before  July  1, 1952,  in  order  to  allow 
a  reasonable  period  for  filing  new  appli¬ 
cations  and  amending  those  now  on  file. 
One  line  will  process  applications  for  new 
television  stations  in  all  cities  not  pres¬ 
ently  receiving  television  service.*’  The 
Other  line  will  process  applications  for 
new  television  stations  in  cities  presently 
receiving  service.  Within  the  group  in 
the  first  processing  line,  the  cities  for 
w  hich  applications  are  filed  will  be  taken 
in  the  order  of  their  populations,  so  that 
the  largest  concentrations  of  population 
now  receiving  no  service  will  be  handled 
first. 

988.  On  the  second  processing  line, 
five  separate  groupings  are  being  made, 
each  group  to  be  handled  upon  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  preceding  group.  The  first 
two  of  these  groups  give  precedence  to 
the  UHP  service,  where  either  no  VHP 
channels  (excluding  noncommercial  ed¬ 
ucational  channels)  are  assigned  or  all 
VHP  channels  (excluding  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  channels)  are  already 
occupied.  Since  all  existing  stations  are 
in  the  VHP  band,  and  all  present  re¬ 
ceivers  require  at  least  some  modifica¬ 
tion  to  receive  stations  in  the  UHP  band, 
this  precedence  will  help  enable  the 
younger  service  to  make  a  firm  start,  a 
matter  of  great  importance  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  assignment  pattern 
provided  for  in  the  Table  of  Assignments. 
The  three  remaining  groups  provide,  in 
order,  for  cities  with  one  service  but  no 
local  station,  for  cities  with  one  local 
station  but  no  other  service,  and  for 
cities  receiving  service  from  two  or  more 
stations,  thus  carrying  out  the  principle 
of  making  service  available  first  to  cities 
now  receiving  none,  and  then  making 
available  a  local  service  before  other 
cities  are  provided  with  multiple  serv- 

**  A  Etandard  of  40  miles  from  the  nearest 
main  tran-smltter  In  operation  has  been 
adopted  as  the  test  of  whether  a  city  Is  re¬ 
ceiving  service.  This  Is  a  reasonable  stand¬ 
ard  for  processing  purposes  based  upon  the 
record  herein.  The  method  for  computing 
distances  for  this  purpose  Is  also  specifically 
set  forth  In  footnote  10. 


Ices.  Further  priorities  are  provided 
within  the  categories  in  the  second  proc¬ 
essing  line,  depending  upon  the  number 
of  operating  television  stations  in  the 
city,  where  the  nature  of  the  category 
permits  a  distinction  on  that  basis,  and 
otherwise  upon  a  population  basis,  ex¬ 
cept  for  the  group  of  cities  presently 
receiving  service  but  to  which  only  UHP 
channels  are  assigned,  which  will  be 
processed  upon  the  basis  of  the  number 
of  services  presently  being  received. 

989.  A  separate  processing  line  will  be 
set  up  to  handle  applications  to  modify 
construction  permits  granted  on  and 
after  July  1,  1952,  petitions  for  recon¬ 
sideration  of  actions  taken  with  respect 
to  applications  for  new  television  sta¬ 
tions,  and  petitions  for  waiver  of  hearing 
of  these  applications,  all  to  be  processed 
as  filed.  The  new  processing  procedure 
also  provides  that  applications  for 
changes  in  existing  facilities  (other  than 
those  required  under  the  orders  to  show 
cause),  and  license  applications,  which 
clearly  are  not  as  urgent  as  applications 
for  construction  permits  for  new  tele¬ 
vision  stations,  will  be  processed  at  a 
later  date,  and  that  priority  will  depend 
upon  the  number  of  operating  stations 
in  the  city,  with  population  a  secondary 
standard  of  priority. 

990.  The  Commission  will  publish, 
from  time  to  time,  lists  of  cities  for  which 
applications  for  new  television  stations 
falling  within  the  above-mentioned  cate¬ 
gories  are  filed,  so  that  the  general  pub¬ 
lic  and  all  applicants  and  other  inter¬ 
ested  parties  may  be  kept  informed  of 
the  progress  of  the  processing  procedure. 
These  lists  will  be  revised  periodically 
to  reflect  the  insertion  in  the  processing 
lines  of  new  applications,  and  will  show 
the  order  on  the  appropriate  processing 
line  of  each  city  for  which  one  or  more 
applications  are  filed, 

991.  In  order  to  expedite  the  procedure 
with  respect  to  the  licensing  of  new  tele¬ 
vision  broadcast  stations,  applications 
will  be  considered  for  grant  only  on  the 
specific  channel  designated  therein. 
Hearings  held  because  of  conflicts  in 
channel  requests  within  any  city  or 
hyphenated  community  will  be  limited  to 
the  applicants  seeking  the  same  channel. 
Where  two  or  more  applications  for  new 
stations  in  different  cities,  or  applica¬ 
tions  for  changes  in  existing  facilities, 
are  in  conflict  because  the  distance  be¬ 
tween  their  respective  proposed  trans¬ 
mitter  sites  is  less  than  that  provided  in 
the  rules,  they  will,  of  necessity  also  be 
designated  for  hearing  on  a  competitive 
basis.  It  should  be  particularly  noted, 
because  of  the  fact  that  some  applica¬ 
tions  will  normally  be  reached  for  proc¬ 
essing  before  others,  that  applications 
whose  transmitter  sites  may  conflict 
with  other  applications  in  communities 
W’hich  would  be  reached  for  processing 
at  an  earlier  stage  will,  in  order  to  receive 
comparative  consideration  with  such 
other  applications,  have  to  be  filed  at 
least  one  day  before  Commission  action 
on  the  other  application,  or,  in  the  event 
that  the  other  applicatiorl  has  been  des¬ 
ignated  for  hearing,  20  days  before  the 
designated  hearing  date.  This  procedure 
is  identical  with  that  which  has  been  in 
force  heretofore,  but  is  mentioned  be¬ 
cause  the  provisions  made  herein  for  the 


staggered  order  of  processing  might 
otherwise  give  potential  applicants  an 
erroneous  impression  of  their  rights. 

992.  The  new  rules  and  regulations 
herein  adopted  will  require  substantial 
amendments  in  existing  applications  be¬ 
fore  they  may  be  considered,  and  the 
new  footnote  to  §  1.371  contains  instruc¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  filing  such  amend¬ 
ments,  as  well  as  with  respect  to  amend¬ 
ments  which  may  be  made  by  new 
applicants  prior  to  the  completion  of 
Commission  processing  of  applications 
for  the  city  or  community  involved. 

AMENDMENT  AND  RECODIFICATION  OF 
THE  RULES 

993.  Subpart  E  of  Part  3  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  rules  governing  Television 
Broadcast  Stations  has  been  amended 
and  recodified.  The  new  rules  which 
have  been  added  to  the  subpart  and  the 
rules  which  have  been  revis^  implcmom 
the  decisioiu  reached  by  the  Commission 
in  these  proceedings.  Rules  which  were 
inconsistent  with  the  new  rules  and  ob¬ 
solete  rules  have  been  deleted.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  the  Standards  of  Good  Engineer¬ 
ing  Practice  Concerning  Television 
Broadcast  Stations  have  been  amended 
to  reflect  the  Commission’s  decisions  in 
these  proceedings  and  have  been  recodi¬ 
fied  and  made  a  part  of  Subpart  E 
Finally,  new  Subpart  E  also  contains 
editorial  changes  and  improvements  in 
and  clarification  of  certain  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  existing  rules  which  make 
no  changes  in  their  substantive  require¬ 
ments. 

994.  In  view  of  the  foregoing:  It  is 
ordered.  That  §  1.371  of  Part  1  of  the 
Commission’s  rules  and  regulations  re¬ 
lating  to  the  processing  of  applications 
for  television  broadcast  stations  is 
amended  as  set  forth  in  Appendix  C  (1» 
below. 

995.  In  view  of  the  foregoing:  it  is 
ordered.  That  FCC  Form  301,  “Applica¬ 
tion  for  Authority  to  Construct  a  New- 
Broadcast  Station  or  Make  Chan.iies  i.n 
an  Existing  Station,”  is  amended  as  set 
forth  in  Appendix  C  (2)  below. 

996.  In  view  of  the  foregoing:  It  is 
ordered.  That  the  “Standards  of  Good 
Engineering  Practice  Concerning  Tele¬ 
vision  Broadcast  Stations”  are  deleted 
and  Subpart  E  of  Part  3  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  rules  and  regulations,  “Rules  Gov¬ 
erning  Television  Broadcast  Stations."  is 
amended  as  set  forth  in  Appendix  D 
below. 

997.  The  amended  rules  and  amended 
FCC  Form  301,  as  set  forth  in  Appendices 
C  and  D  below,  are  promulgated  pursuant 
to  sections  1,  4  (i)  and  (j),  301,  303  'a', 

.(b),  (c),  (d),  (e),  (f),  (g),  (h)  and  tr). 
and  307  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934,  as  amended,  and  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  section  4  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrative  Procedure  Act. 

998.  It  is  ordered.  That  the  above 
amendments  as  set  forth  in  Appendices 
C  and  D  will  become  effective  30  days 
from  the  date  of  publication  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  T.  J.  Slowie, 

Secretary, 


I 


Friday,  May  2,  1952 
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Table  I— Population  Density  pes  Square  Mile  by 
Zones,  lUSO 


Popula- 

Land  Popula-  tlon  iK*r 

area  tion  SQuare 

mile 


Total  United  States. 

2,974,725 

150,097,301 

.50.7 

Zone  I _ 

329, 805 

73. 2.50, 730 

222.1 

Zone  11 . 

2.405, 479 

0.5,999.295 

27.4 

Zone  111 . . 

239, 441 

11,447,3.30 

47.8 

Zone  I 

District  of  Columbia.... 

fd 

802. 178 

13,1.50.5 

Rhode  Ls'.and . 

1.0, '7 

791,,89*i 

749,2 

New  Jersey _ _ 

7,  .522 

4. 8.35, 329 

*•>42.  8 

Ma.s.sachu.s<‘tts . 

■  7,  Wi7 

4,090,514 

.59*1.  2 

Connecticut . 

4, 899 

2.007,280 

409.7 

New  York  (jwrt) . 

35, 380 

14, 44<i.  405 

408.2 

Wisconsin  (part) . 

5.0:« 

1,512,7:11 

3(X).0 

Michigan  (part) . 

21,807 

5. 524. 484 

2.52. 6 

Af  ary  land . 

9.881 

2.  .34.3.  (K)l 

237.1 

I’ennsylvania . 

4.5,045 

10. 498,012 

23.3. 1 

Ohio . 

41,(K)0 

7, 940,  027 

19.3.  8 

Delaware _ _ 

1,978 

318.  (K5 

100.  8 

Illinois . . 

A5, 9;$5 

8,712. 170 

1.58.8 

Indiana . 

3(1, 205 

3. 9:!4. 224 

108.7 

Virginia  (jrarti . 

21,. 571 

2,;i.31.241 

108.  1 

New  Hampshire  (i»art). 

4.  .541 

4:1.3.  519 

9.5.5 

West  Virpinia  (ixirt) _ 

19, 3(« 

1,48.3.9:58 

7*1.7 

Maine  (part) . 

9.  129 

680.  2:12 

*‘d.2 

Vermont  (|)art) . 

1,4U) 

52.804 

30.1 

Total  Zone  I _ 

329. 805 

73. 2.50, 730 

222.1 

Zone  II 

West  Virginia  (|)art) _ 

4.717 

.521,014 

110.0 

North  Ciuolina . 

49,097 

4,0*11.929 

82.7 

Tenne.sa**e . 

41,797 

3.  291,718 

78.8 

Alabama  (part) . 

24. 791 

1.874. 20.3 

75.0 

Kentucky . 

39.v')4 

2. 944. 80*-. 

7:1.9 

Georgia  (t>art) . . 

40.  llfi 

2.819.:524 

70.3 

South  Carolina . 

.30.:)05 

2,117.027 

*19.9 

(’alifornia . . . 

15fi.  740 

10,  .580,  223 

07. 5 

I/Oiiisiana  (part) . 

9,208 

.V14. 181 

67.6 

M  is.souri . 

f.9. 220 

3, 9.54, 0.5.3 

.57. 1 

Virginia  (jtart) . 

18. 322 

987. 439 

.5.3.9 

Nlississippi  (iwrt) . 

24,  ,849 

1.17.5.818 

47.3 

Iowa . 

60. 045 

2,021,073 

4*1.8 

Vermont  (part) . 

7.813 

324. 883 

41.0 

Wi.sconsin  (part) . 

49. 072 

1,921,844 

38.7 

Minnesota _ 

80,009 

2,  ',»82. 48:1 

.37.3 

Arkansivs . 

62, 075 

1,909,511 

3*1.3 

Wiishipgton . 

W».  7H(i 

2. 378, 903 

35.  0 

Oklahoma . 

f>9.o;ii 

2, 233, 351 

.32.4 

New  York  (p.art) _ 

12.  ,5.58 

.383. 787 

30.0 

Michigan  (part) . 

35. 1.55 

847, 282 

24  1 

Kansas . 

82. 108 

1,90.5,  aw 

23.2 

New  Hampshire  (i>art). 

4. 470 

99.  72:1 

22.3 

Texas  (tnirt) . 

181,281 

4.  OtX),  .1:14 

22.1 

Nebraska . . . 

70.  OlW 

1,32.5.510 

17.3 

Oregon-. . 

90,315 

1..521,:541 

1.5.8 

Maine  (irart) . 

21,911 

327.  542 

14.9 

Colorado . . 

10.3. 922 

1,32.5.  *189 

12.8 

North  Dakota . 

70. 057 

ttiy.  *;;»» 

8.8 

South  Dakota . . 

70.  .530 

0)52.  740 

8.5 

Utah . 

82. 340 

088.  8*12 

8.4 

Idaho . 

82,  7t'.9 

.588.  037 

7.1 

Arizona . 

ll:t..575 

749.  .587 

6.6 

New  Mexico . . 

121,511 

081, 187 

5.0 

Montana _ _ 

14.5. 87S 

.591.(724 

4.1 

Wyoming . . . 

97,  DiXi 

290,  529 

3.0 

Nevada . . 

109.  789 

1*10.083 

1.5 

Total  Zone  II . 

2.  405,  479 

0.5,  OtlO.  29.5 

27.4 

Zone  III 

Louisiana  (part) . 

35. 894 

2. 149. 3.55 

69.9 

Florida . . 

64.  2t  i2 

2  771.  .305 

51.5 

Alaltama  (part) . 

20.287 

1, 187, 480 

4.5.2 

Texas  (part) . 

82.  2;i2 

3.  710,840 

4.5.1 

Mississippi  (part) . 

22.:i99 

1, 003, 090 

44.8 

Georgia  (|)art) . 

18,  .307 

62'>,  254 

34.0 

Total  Zone  III.... 

239,  441 

11,447,330 

47.8 

Source:  ISttO  U.  S.  Ceniui  of  Population. 
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Table  II— Number  op  Cities  Over  50.000  and  Land 
Area,  by  Zone  and  State,  IU50 


Zone  or  Stats 


•  Total  United  States. 


Num-  T  ...... 

b»r  of 
Pities 
over 
60, 000 


Zone  I... 
Zone  If.. 
Zone  III. 


Distrief  of  Columbia... 

Rliode  Island . 

Mflssacliusetts . . 

New;  Jersi'y . . . 

Conheetiout _ _ 

Wisconsin  (part) . 

Debware . 

Miehipan  (imrt) . 

Ohio . 

New  York  (T*art) _ 

Pennsylvania . 

Indiana . 

New  Hampshire  (part). 

Illinois . 

Virpinia  (i^irt) . 

West  Virpinia  0>art)... 

Marjland . . 

Maine  (imrt) . . ... 

Vermont  (|)art) _ 


Total  Zone  I. 


7one  II 

California . 

(leorpia  (jrart) . 

North  Carolina _ - . . 

Louisiana  (mrt) . . . 

South  Carolina _ _ _ _ 

Tennessee . . . . . 

Iowa . 

.\labama  (part) . 

Kentucky . 

Mis.souri . . . . 

Virpinia  (part) . 

Washinpton _ _ _ _ 

Texas  (part) . 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

KaiLsas . . . . . 

Oklahoma . . . . 

Virhipan  (part) . 

Nebraska . 

Utah . 

Wisconsin  0*aH) . 

('olorado . . . 

Arkansjis . 

South  Dakota _ _ _ 

Orepon _ _ 

.Arizona . . . . . 

New  Mexico . . . . 

Idaho . . . 

Maine  (part) . 

Mississippi  (part) . . 

Montana . 

Nevada . . . 

New  Hampshire  (ivart) . 

New  York  (part) _ _ 

North  Dakota . . . . 

Vermont  (|>art) . 

West  Virpinia  (part) . 

Wyoming . 


128 

329.80.5 

80 

2.  4<t.5,  479 

18 

239.  441 

1 

01 

4 

1,0,57 

17 

7.807 

14 

7,  .522 

6 

4,S99 

4 

6,  o:t.3 

1 

1,978 

9 

21,8*17 

14 

41,IN)0 

12 

35. 386 

15 

4.5. 045 

9 

30.  2(K5 

1 

4,  541 

12 

.V5, 9115 

4 

21.. 571 

3 

19,  :i*..3 

1 

9.  H81 

1 

9, 129 

1.4*'.5 

128 

329.805 

20 

1.50. 740 

5 

40.116 

6 

49,097 

I 

9.2*'.8 

3 

30. 305 

4 

41, 797 

6 

6*1,  ms 

2 

24, 791 

3 

39.  S*->4 

4 

09,226 

1 

18,:i22 

Total  Zone  II. 


S6  1  2,405.479 


7one  III 

Texas  (part) . 

Florida.... . 

ALibama  (part) . 

LouLsiana  (tmrt) _ 

MissLssippi  (iwrt) . 

Georgia  (i>art) . 


Total  Zone  III. 


Source:  1950  U.  S.  Census  of  Population. 
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Television  Channels  2-6.  Estimated  field  strength  exceeded  at  50  percent  of  the  potential  Television  Channels  7-13.  Estimated  field  strength  exceeded  at  50  percent  of  the  potential 
receiver  locations  for  at  least  10  percent  of  the  time  at  a  receiving  antenna  height  of  30  feet.  receiver  locations  for  at  least  50  percent  of  the  time  at  a  receiving  antenna  height  of  30  feet. 

Appendix  B — Ficube  1.  Figure  2. 
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station;  (4)  applications  for  new  television 
stations  on  channels  in  cities  In  which  there 
Is  only  one  operating  television  station  and 
which  are  located  40  or  more  miles  from  the 
main  transmitter  In  use  of  any  other  oper¬ 
ating  television  station;  and  (5)  applications 
for  new  television  stations  on  channels  in 
cities  which  are  located  less  than  40  miles 
from  the  main  transmitters  In  use  of  two  or 
more  operating  television  stations. 

Group  C:  (1)  Applications  to  modify  con¬ 
struction  permits  granted  on  and  after  July 
1,  1952;  (2)  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
actions  taken  by  the  Commission  with  respect 
to  Group  A  (2)  and  Group  B  applications; 
and  (3)  petitions  for  waiver  of  hearings  on 
such  applications  under  §  1.391  of  the  Com¬ 
mission's  rules. 

Group  D:  (1)  Applications  for  changes  in 
existing  facilities  filed  prior  to  April  14,  1952, 
by  licensees  and  permittees  of  operating  tele¬ 
vision  stations,  which  applications  were 
placed  In  the  Commission’s  pending  file  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Commission’s 
“freeze”  order  of  September  30,  1948;  (2)  all 
other  applications  for  changes  In  existing  fa¬ 
cilities  filed  on  and  after  April  14.  1952,  by 
licensees  and  permittees  of  operating  televi¬ 
sion  stations;  and  (3)  all  applications  for 
television  broadcast  station  licenses  filed  on 
and  after  April  14,  1952.  Applications,  and 
requests  for  Special  Temporary  Authority  and 
extensions  thereof  submitted  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Commission’s  Fifth  Report 
and  Order  (FCC  51-752)  In  Dockets  8736 
«t  al.,  are  excluded  from  Group  D. 

(b)  In  computing  the  distances  specified 
In  Group  A  (2)  and  Group  B,  the  geographi¬ 
cal  coordinates  listed  In  Special  Publication 
No.  238  of  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce 
(entitled  “Airline  Distances  Between  Cities 
In  the  United  States”)  shall  be  used  as.  the 
reference  point  for  the  city  under  consider¬ 
ation,  ^nd  the  geographical  coordinates  on 
file  with  the  Commission  of  the  nearest 
operating  television  station  shall  be  used  as 
the  other  reference  point.  The  computation 
of  distance  shall  be  made  In  accordance  with 
the  method  set  forth  In  §  3.611  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  rules.  Where  the  city  under  con¬ 
sideration  is  not  listed  In  the  above  Publica¬ 
tion.  the  geographical  coordinates  of  the 
main  post  office  of  that  city  (determined  to 
the  nearest  second)  shall  be  used  as  the 
reference  point.  Where  an  application  re¬ 
quests  a  station  In  a  city  not  listed  In  the 
Table  of  Assignments  but  said  city  Is  within 
15  miles  of  a  city  so  listed  (§  3.607  (b)  of  the 
rules),  the  point  of  measurement  shall  be 
the  listed  city.  Where  an  application  re¬ 
quests  a  station  In  a  city  which  Is  one  or  two 
or  more  cities  listed  In  combination  in  the 
Table  of  Assignments,  1.  e.,  "San  Franclsco- 
Oakland”,  the  point  of  measurement  shall  be 
the  geographical  coordinates  of  the  city 
farthest  removed  from  the  nearest  operating 
television  station (s).  Where  one  combina¬ 
tion  city  receives  less  service  than  the  other, 
the  lesser  served  city  shall  determine  the 
group  In  which  they  fall.  ' 

(c)  Group  A  (1)  applications  filed  prior 
to  July  1,  1952,  and  which  are  In  a  position 
to  be  acted  on  by  the  Commission  will  be 
processed  promptly  after  the  effective  date 
of  Subpart  E  of  Part  3  of  the  Commission’s 
rules.  On  July  1,  1952,  the  Commission  will 
commence  processing  pending  Group  A  (1) 
applications  not  theretofore  processed. 
When  processing  of  these  applications  has 
been  completed,  the  Commission  will  estab¬ 
lish  two  processing  lines,  one  for  Group  A 
(2)  applications  and  the  other  for  the  Group 
B  applications,  and  will  commence  process¬ 
ing  both  Groups  simultaneously.  Group  O 
applications  and  petitions  will  be  acted  upon 
as  filed  and  a  separate  processing  line  will 
be  established  for  such  requests.  Processing 
of  Group  D  applications  will  not  be  com¬ 
menced  before  November  1,  1952.  At  the 
earliest  practicable  date,  the  Commission  will 
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Television  channels  14-83.  Estimated  field  strength  exceeded  at  50  percent  of  the  potential 
receiver  locations  for  at  least  10  percent  of  the  time  at  a  receiving  antenna  height  of  30  feet. 

Figure  3. 


mission  on  Its  proposals  to  change  channel 
assignments  of  31  operating  television  sta¬ 
tions  as  set  forth  In  paragraphs  “8”  and  "9” 
of  the  Commission’s  “Third  Notice  of  Further 
Proposed  Rule  Making”  issued  on  March  22, 
1951,  (FCC  51-244)  In  Docket  Nos.  8736  et  al.; 
and  (2)  applications  for  new  television  sta¬ 
tions  on  channels  In  cities  located  40  or  more 
miles  from  the  main  transmitter  In  use  of 
the  nearest  operating  television  station. 

Group  B;  (1)  Applications  for  new  televi¬ 
sion  stations  on  channels  In  cities  which  are 
located  less  than  40  miles  from  the  main 
transmitter  In  use  of  one  or  more  operating 
television  stations  and  to  which  cities  only 
UHP  channels  are  assigned  In  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  Table  of  Assignments  (excluding  non¬ 
commercial  educational  VHF  channels):  (2) 
applications  for  new  television  stations  on 
channels  In  cities  In  which  there  are  one  or 
more  operating  television  stations  and  In 
which  cities  all  the  VHP  channels  (exclud¬ 
ing  noncommercial  educational  channels) 
have  been  authorized  and  only  UHP  channels 
are  available  for  authorization;  (3)  applica¬ 
tions  for  new  television  stations  on  chan¬ 
nels  In  cities  In  which  there  are  no  operating 
television  stations  and  which  are  located  less 
than  40  miles  from  the  main  transmitter  In 
use  of  not  more  than  one  operating  television 


Appendix  C  (1) 

P.^RT  1 — Practice  and  Procedure 

Section  1.371  of  the  Commission’s  rules 
is  amended  by  deleting  footnote  10  from 
the  heading  thereto  and  substituting  new 
footnote  10  reading  as  follows: 

*  Temporary  processing  procedure  for  tele- 
tliton  broadcast  applications.  Until  further 
order  of  the  Commission,  the  following  tem¬ 
porary  procedures  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  applications  for  permits  to  construct  new 
tolevislon  broadcast  stations,  applications  for 
permits  and  modifications  thereof  relating  to 
operating  television  stations  and  to  stations 
euthorized  after  April  14,  1952,  applications 
lor  licenses  and  modifications  thereof,  and  to 
petitions  specified  below.  The  term  “oper- 
ating  television  station”  means  a  television 
broadcast  station  for  which  a  construction 
permit  or  license  was  Issued  prior  to  April 
14.  1952. 

(a)  Applications  accepted  for  filing  Which 
Request  the  television  authorizations  de- 
•CTlbed  above  wlU  be  separated  Into  the 
following  g;roups: 

Group  A:  (1)  Applications  filed  pursuant 
fo  final  determinations  reached  by  the  Com- 
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iFsue  an  announcement  concerning  the  proc¬ 
essing  ot  Group  D  applications. 

(d)  Applications  tor  new  television  sta¬ 
tions  which  are  filed  on  and  after  July  1. 
1952.  will  be  placed  in  their  respective  Groups 
and  will  be  processed  in  accordance  with  the 
priorities  set  forth  in  subparagraph  “(e) ’* 
below.  Group  A  ( 1 )  applications  containing 
requests  which  fall  In  Group  D  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  In  their  entirety  as  Group  A  (1) 
applications. 

(e)  Within  each  Group,  priority  In  proc¬ 
essing  will  follow  the  order  In  which  the 
Group  Is  subdivided,  as  follows: 

(1)  Priority  In  processing  applications  In 
Group  A  ( 1 )  will  be  determined  on  the  basis 
of  the  factual  situation  existing  in  each  case, 
taking  Into  consideration  such  factors  as 
the  particular  problems  presented  by  such 
applications  and  the  dependence  of  certain 
applications  on  prior  action  to  be  taken  by 
the  Commission  with  respect  to  other  appli¬ 
cations  In  the  same  group. 

(2)  Priority  In  processing  Group  A  (2) 
applications  will  be  based  on  the  population 
(1950  Census)  of  the  city  for  which  an  appli¬ 
cation  has  been  filed.  1.  e.,  applications  In  the 
city  having  the  largest  population  will  be 
processed  first:  applications  In  the  next 
largest  city  will  be  processed  second;  and 
so  on  until  all  cities  have  been  completed. 

(3)  Priority  In  processing  Group  B  (1) 
applications  will  be  based  on  the  number  of 
services  (stations  less  than  40  miles  away) 
being  received  In  the  city  for  which  an  appli¬ 
cation  has  been  filed  and  the  population 
(1950  Census)  of  that  city.  Thus,  cities 
receiving  one  service  will  be  processed  first; 
cities  receiving  two  services  will  be  processed 
second;  and  so  on.  The  cities  will  be  ar¬ 
ranged  so  that  In  each  priority  group  the 
city  with  the  largest  population  will  be 
processed  first;  and  so  on.  Priority  In  proc¬ 
essing  Group  B  (2)  applications  win  be 
based  on  the  number  of  operating  television 
stations  In  the  city  for  which  an  application 
has  been  filed  and  the  population  (1950 
Census)  of  that  city.  Thus,  cities  with  one 
television  station  will  be  processed  first; 
cities  with  two  television  stations  will  be 
proccessed  second;  and  so  on.  The  cities  will 
be  arranged  so  that  In  each  priority  group 
the  city  with  the  largest  population  will  be 
processed  first;  and  so  on.  Priority  In  proc¬ 
essing  Group  B  (3)  and  Group  B  (4)  appli¬ 
cations  will  be  based  on  the  population  (1950 
Census)  of  the  city  for  which  an  application 
has  been  filed,  1.  e..  applications  In  the  city 
having  the  largest  population  will  be  proc¬ 
essed  first;  applications  in  the  next  largest 
city  will  be  processed  second;  and  so  on  until 
all  cities  In  each  group  have  been  completed. 
Priority  In  processing  applications  In  Group 
B  (5)  will  be  based  on  the  number  of  opierat- 
Ing  television  stations  In  the  applicant’s  city. 
Thus,  applications  In  a  city  which  receives 
two  or  more  television  services  but  has  no 
local  operating  television  station  will  be 
processed  first;  If  it  has  one  local  station.  It 
will  be  processed  second;  and  so  on.  The 
cities  will  be  arranged  so  that  In  each  priority 
group  the  city  with  the  largest  population 
(1950  Census)  will  be  processed  first;  and  so 
on. 

(4)  Where  cities  In  Group  A  (2)  and 
Group  B  are  listed  In  the  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  In  combination,  the  total  population 
of  both  cities  shall  be  considered  for  the 
purposes  of  this  subparagraph.  Where  an 
application  requests  a  station  In  a  city  not 
listed  In  the  table  but  said  city  Is  within  15 
miles  of  a  city  so  listed,  priority  will  be  based 
on  the  population  of  the  listed  city  only. 

(5)  Group  C  applications  and  petitions 
will  be  processed  In  the  order  In  which  they 
are  accepted  for  filing.  Where  the  number 
of  such  requests  requires  a  determination  as 
to  which  shall  be  processed  first,  priority  In 
processing  will  parallel  the  priorities  provided 
for  above  for  the  respective  cities  for  which 
applications  have  been  filed. 


(6)  Priority  In  processing  applications  In 
Group  D  will  be  based  on  the  number  of 
operating  television  stations  In  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  city  and  the  population  of  each  city. 
Thus,  applications  In  cities  In  which  the  re¬ 
spective  applicants  operate  the  only  tele¬ 
vision  stations  In  those  cities  will  be  proc¬ 
essed  first;  two  station  cities  will  be  processed 
second;  and  so  on.  ’The  cities  will  be  ar¬ 
ranged  so  that  in  the  first  priority  group,  the 
city  with  the  largest  population  (1950 
Census)  will  be  processed  first;  and  so  on. 

(7)  Where  applications  In  Groups  A,  B 
and  D  are  mutually  exclusive  because  the 
distance  between  their  respective  proposed 
transmitter  sites  is  contrary  to  the  station 
separation  requirements  set  forth  In  §  3.610 
of  the  Commission’s  rules,  said  applications 
will  be  designated  for  hearing  at  the  time 
the  application  with  the  higher  priority  Is 
processed.  If  the  question  concerning  trans¬ 
mitter  sites  Is  resolved  before  a  decision  is 
rendered  In  the  matter,  the  application  with 
ths  lower  priority  will  be  returned  to  Its  ap¬ 
propriate  place  on  the  processing  line.  In 
order  to  be  considered  mutually  exclusive 
with  a  higher  priority  application,  the  lower 
priority  application  must  have  been  accepted 
for  filing  and  must  be  In  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  paragraph  (J)  herein  at 
least  one  day  before  the  higher  priority  ap¬ 
plication  has  been  acted  upon  by  the  Com¬ 
mission.  If  the  higher  priority  application 
Is  in  hearing  status  at  the  time  the  lower 
priority  application  is  accepted  for  filing,  the 
20-day  cut-off  date  specified  In  {1.387  (b) 
(3)  will  be  applicable. 

(f)  As  soon  after  July  1.  1952  as  Is  prac¬ 
ticable,  the  Commission  will  make  public 
the  list  of  cities  for  which  applications  have 
been  filed  falling  In  Group  A  (2)  and  Group 
B  based  on  the  priorities  set  forth  above. 
From  time  to  time,  the  Commission  will 
Issue  revisions  of  these  lists  so  that  Inter¬ 
ested  parties  may  be  fully  Informed  of  the 
progress  of  the  Group  A  (2)  and  Group  B 
processing  lines.  Provision  for  the  publi¬ 
cation  of  the  Group  D  list  will  be  announced 
at  a  later  date. 

(g)  The  foregoing  priority  procedures 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  noncommercial 
educational  television  stations,  except  where 
an  application  for  such  a  station  Is  mutually 
exclusive  with  a  Group  A,  B,  (m:  D  application. 
Applications  for  noncommercial  educational 
television  stations  will  be  separately  proc¬ 
essed,  beginning  July  1,  1952,  in  the  order  In 
which  they  are  accepted  for  filing. 

(h)  On  and  after  July  1,  1952,  applications 
for  television  stations  In  Puerto  Rico,  Alaska, 
Hawaiian  Islands,  and  Virgin  Islands  will  be 
separately  processed  In  the  order  In  which 
they  are  accepted  for  filing. 

(I)  An  applcatlon  for  a  new  televlson 
broadcast  station  must  request  a  specific 
channel  provided  for  In  the  Comml^on’s 
Table  of  Assignments  for  the  city  In  which 
the  applicant  proposes  to  construct  his  sta¬ 
tion.  Regardless  of  the  number  of  appli¬ 
cations  filed  for  channels  In  a  city  or  the 
number  of  assignments  available  In  that 
city,  those  applications  which  are  mutually 
exclusive,  1.  e.,  which  request  the  same  chan¬ 
nel.  will  be  designated  for  hearing.  All 
other  applications  for  channels  will.  If  the 
applicants  are  duly  qualified,  receive  grants. 

example.  If  Channels  6,  13,  47,  and  63 
have  been  assigned  to  City  X  and  there  are 
pending  two  applications  for  Channel  6,  and 
one  application  for  each  of  the  remaining 
channels,  the  latter  three  applications  will 
be  considered  for  grants  without  hearing  and 
the  two  mutually  exclusive  applications  re¬ 
questing  Channel  6  will  be  designated  for 
hearing.  If  there  are  two  pending  applica¬ 
tions  for  Channel  6  and  two  applications  for 
Channel  13.  separate  hearings  will  be  held. 

(J)  Applications  for  new  television  sta¬ 
tions  which  were  designated  for  hearing  prior 
to  April  14,  1952.  and  on  which  final  action 
has  not  been  taken  by  the  Commission  are. 
by  order  in  each  docket,  being  removed  from 


hearing  status.  Said  applications  and  all 
other  applications  for  construction  permits 
for  television  broadcast  stations  which  were 
filed  prior  to  April  14,  1952,  shall  be  amended 
by  the  filing  of  a  new  and  complete  PCC  Form 
301  as  revised  April  14,  1952.  In  preparing 
such  forms,  all  applicants  shall  set  forth 
complete  answers  to  all  questfons  contained 
therein  and  shall  submit  new  and  complete 
exhibits,  data  and  other  attachments.  Ap¬ 
plicants  may  not  answer  questions  or  sub¬ 
mit  exhibits,  data  and  attachments  by  cross- 
reference  to  other  applications  or  documents 
on  file  with  the  Commission  except  where 
proposed  exhibits,  data  and  attachments  are 
not  obtainable  without  undergoing  undue 
hardship.  In  such  instances,  cross-reference 
must  be  specific  and  shall  Include  the  file 
number,  page  and  paragraph  of  the  applica¬ 
tion  and  amendment  referred  to,  the  number 
of  the  exhibit,  and  a  description  thereof. 
Applicants  shall  not  cross-reference  by  using 
such  phrasing  as  “on  file,”  “previously  filed’’ 
or  similar  phraseology.  Applications  which 
have  not  been  amended  by  the  filing  of  a 
completed  PCC  Form  301,  or  which  fall  to 
comply  with  the  above  requirements  by  the 
time  they  are  reached  for  processing,  will  be 
dismissed. 

(k)  Elxcept  with  respect  to  Group  A  (1) 
applications,  an  application  by  a  licensee  or 
permittee  of  a  television  broadcast  station 
which  seeks  to  modify  an  outstanding  license 
or  permit  to  specify  a  channel  other  than 
that  authorized  In  said  license  or  permit  will 
not  be  accepted  for  filing  by  the  Commission. 

(Sec.  4,  48  Stat.  1066,  as  amended;  47  U.  S.  C. 
154.  Interprets  or  applies  sec.  301,  48  Stat. 
1081,  sec.  303,  48  Stat.  1082,  as  amended,  sec. 
307,  48  Stat.  1084;  47  U.  S.  C.  301,  303,  307) 

Appendix  C-2 

New  pages  of  PCX?  Form  301  (revised 
March  21, 1952)  supersede  page  1  of  sec¬ 
tion  I,  pages  1,  2.  and  3  of  section  V-C, 
and  section  V-Q  (Antenna)  of  PCC 
Form  301  (revised  June  16,  1948),  and 
are  to  be  substituted  for  the  superseded 
pages  in  all  applications  filed  with  the 
Commission  in  April,  May.  and  June 
1952.  (Copies  of  the  new  pages  were 
filed  in  the  Federal  Register  Division  as 
part  of  the  original  document.  Copies 
may  be  obtained  from  the  Federal  Com¬ 
munications  Commission.)  The  new 
pages  are  Identified  in  the  lower  right- 
hand  corner  by  the  date  *‘6-30-52’’. 
A  complete  reprinting  of  the  Form  301 
Incorporating  these  pages  is  in  progress. 
After  it  becomes  available  the  pages 
identified  by  the  date  June  30,  1952,  will 
no  longer  be  used. 

Appendix  D 

Part  3 — Radio  Broadcast  Services 

SUBPART  E — RULES  GOVERNING  TEIFVISION 
BROADCAST  STATIONS 
GENERAL 

Sec. 

8.601  Scope  of  subpart. 

8.602  Other  pertinent  rules. 

3.603  Numerical  designation  of  television 

channels. 

CHANNEL  imLIZATIC»N 

8.606  Table  of  Assignments. 

3.607  Availability  of  channels. 

3.608  International  agreements. 

8.609  Changes  in  Table  of  Assignments. 

8.610  Separations. 

8.611  Reference  points  and  distance  compo 

tatlons. 

8.612  Protection  from  Interference. 

8.613  Main  studio  location. 

8.614  Power  and  antenna  height  require¬ 

ments. 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


Part  2 — Rules  Governing  Frequency  Allo¬ 
cation  and  Radio  Treaty  Matters;  General 
Rules  and  Regulations. 

Part  4 — Experimental  and  Auxiliary  Broad¬ 
cast  Services. 

Part  17— Rules  Concerning  the  Construc¬ 
tion,  Marking,  and  Lighting  of  Antenna 
Structures. 

S  3.603  Numerical  designation  of  tele¬ 
vision  channels. 


Cliaiincl  No. 

Frequency 

l>.in<l 

(tneiia- 

cyj'les) 

2 . 

.54  -tifi 

.1 . 

4 . 

7'J 

S . 

7*1  ''2 

6 . 

S'»  vs 

7 . 

174-lMt 

K . 

IMU-IH*', 

«  . 

I'.'i  ia2 

1(1 . 

11  . 

I'K  214 

21M-2IO 

i.t . 

2!n-2I*; 

14 . 

47ll-47t> 

l.S . 

47f.-4»>> 

l»i . 

4 <2  4SX 

17 . 

4ss  4a4 

IH . 

4'M  .vm 

la . 

.■*>  •»  '411 

2!'  . 

.'■>•.512 

21 . 

.5I2-.5ia 

. 

.5IX-.524 

2» . 

.5-.!l  5;«) 

24 . 

.5VI 

25 . 

.5W-512 

7i\ 

542-  -4S 

27 . 

.51S-554 

2X . 

2a . 

.V> . 

.5'W;-.572 

31 . 

.572-.57H 

Si . 

.57S-.5*'4 

X\ . 

.5s  1-590 

34 . 

.590 -.59  i 

35 . 

.v*;-4io2 

3<i . 

(wlj  ‘»t>S 

37 . 

tvis-*;!  t 

3H . 

(1!  1  >'.20 

3a . 

O'?O-ti20 

40 . 

62-i-*'7l2 

41  . 

•;!•»  .CIS 

42 . 

tils -044 

■| 

||  Channel  N*o. 

Fri'<iu.‘ncy 

iKtlni 

nii'ca- 

cycles) 

45 . 

R44-fi50 

44 . 

(WMiVi 

45 . 

0.)tM'i>i2 

40 . 

47 . 

♦■iOs-»i74 

4S . 

074-''r40 

4a . 

•iS1M'>S0 

.'41 . 

O.SC»-092 

.51  . 

0a2->'i94 

«:«-704 

.'d . 

701-710 

;|  M . 

710-710 

'!  .N5 . 

TllV-7'22 

.V. . 

722-72H 

. 

704-740 

.59 . 

74!  >-7  40 

r4> . 

74«V-7.'.2 

T.52-7'.H 

02 . 

7.5K-7<>4 

_ ... _ 

704-770 

,  04 . 

4  #i>-77f> 

♦v’ . 

770  7S2 

. 

7S2-7SH 

♦»7 . . 

7SS-79I 

I'N . . . 

794  SIKI 

. 

SOO  Slf'i 

7il . 

NF.-SI2 

71 . 

sr»-HH 

I  f  *••! 

SIS-K24 

7:? 

S2 1  -s;50 

T4 

(flO-S-iO 

75  . 

8;50-s42 

7»» _ _ _ 

S42  SIH 

K4S  -S.54 

7K . 

H.54-SOO 

79 . 

SHO-SOO 

SO . 

H06-K72 

si . 

972-a7H 

S7S  -ssi 

S3 . 

8S4-S90 

Channel  Utilization 

8  3.606  Table  of  assignmejits.  (a) 
The  following  table  of  assignments  con¬ 
tains  the  channels  assigned  to  the  listed 
communities  in  the  United  States,  its 
Territories,  and  possessions.  Channels 
de.signated  with  an  asterisk  are  assigned 
for  use  by  noncommercial  educational 
broadcast  stations  only.  A  station  on  a 
chann:l  identified  by  a  plus  or  minus 
mark  is  required  to  operate  with  its  car¬ 
rier  frequencies  offset  10  kc  above  or  be¬ 
low.  respectively,  the  normal  carrier 
frequencies.* 

(b)  Table  of  assignments. 

Alabama;  Channel  No. 

Andalusia  _  29 

Anniston _  37 

Auburn _  *58 


•  These  Identifications  are  now  being  pre¬ 
pared  and  will  be  included  In  the  Table  as 
soon  as  It  Is  practicable  to  do  so.  New  tele¬ 
vision  stations  authorized  to  operate  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  Issuance  of  these  Rules  will  be 
required  to  operate  with  their  carrier  fre¬ 
quencies  offset  where  It  Is  so  specified  In  the 
table.  Offset  carrier  frequencies  of  existing 
television  broadcast  stations  operating  on 
channels  so  affected  will  be  listed  in  all  con¬ 
struction  permits,  licenses,  or  renewal  of  li¬ 
censes,  upon  Issuance  thereof.  Permittees 
and  licensees  who  wish  to  so  operate  prior 
to  the  time  offset  carrier  frequencies  are 
specified  In  their  authorizations  may  request 
authority  for  such  operation  by  filing  In¬ 
formal  requests  therefor. 


Alabama — Continued 

Bessemer  _ 

Birmingham _ 

Brewton  _ 

Clanton  _ 

Cullman  _ 

Decatur  _ 

Demopolls  _ 

Dothan  _ 

Enterprise  _ 

Eufaula _ 

Florence  _ 

Fort  Payne _ 

Gadsden  _ 

Greenville  _ 

Guntersvllle _ 

Huntsville  _ 

Jasper  _ 

Mobile . 

Montgomery  _ 

^pellka  _ 

^elma  _ 

Sheffield  _ 

Sylacauga _ 

Talladega  _ 

Thomasvllle  _ 

Troy . . 

Tuscaloosa _ 

Tuskegee _ 

University  _ 

Arizona : 

AJo - 

Bisbee  _ 

Casa  Grande _ 

CUfton  _ _ 

Coolldge  _ 

Douglas _ 

Eloy  _ 

Fla^st-ff . . . 

Globe  _ 

Holbrook _ 

K*ngman  _ 

Mesa  _ 

Miami  _ 

Morencl _ 

Nogales  _ 

Phoenix _ 

Prescott  _ 

Safford  _ 

Tucson  _ 

Williams _ 

Win.slow  _ 

Yuma  _ 

Arkansas; 

Arkadelphia _ 

Batesville  _ 

Benton  _ 

Blytheville  _ 

Camden _ 

Conway _ 

El  Dorado _ 

Fayetteville  _ 

Forrest  City _ 

Fort  Smith _ 

Harrison  _ 

Helena _ 

Hope  _ 

Hot  Springs _ 

Jonesboro  _ 

Little  Rock _ 

Magnolia _ 

Malvern _ 

Morrllton  _ 

Newport  _ 

Paragould _ 

Pine  Bluff _ 

Russellville  _ 

Searcy  _ 

Springdale  _ 

Stuttgart  _ 

California; 

Alturas  _ 

Bakersfield  _ _ *. 

Brawley _ 

Chico _ 

Corona  _ _ 

Delano  _ _ _ _ - _ 

El  Centro _ _ 

Eureka _ 


Channel  No. 

. .  54 

6.  *10,  13,  42.  48 

.  23 

.  14 

.  60 

.  23 

.  18 

.  9,19 

40 

.  44 

. .  41 

_  19 

_  15,21 

. .  49 

. .  40 

.  31 

. .  17 

_ 5.  8.  *42.  43 

12. 20,  *26, 32 
22 
58 

_  47 

24 

. .  64 

27 

—  .  33 

_ 45,51 

. .  16 

. . *7 

. .  14 

_  15 

. .  18 

.  25 

30 

.  3 

. .  24 

.  9.  13 

. .  34 

.  14 

_  6 

—  .  12 

.  23 

31 

. .  17 

. 3.  5,  *3,  10 

- .  15 

.  21 

. 4.  *6.9.  13 

_  25 

.  16 

. 11,  13 


34 

30 

40 

...  64,74 
50 

49 

...  10,26 
„  *13,41 
•22 

.  5,  *16.  22 


.  54 

.  15 

.  9. 52 

.  8. 39 

*2.4.  11, 17,  23 

_  28 

46 

.  43 

.  28 

_  44 

.  7. 3S 

.  19 

.  33 

.  35 

.  14 

.  9 

_ 10,29 

25 

.  12 

.  62 

.  33 

.  16 

.  3. 13 


California — Continued  Channel  No. 

Fresno  _  12.  *18.  24.  47.  53 

Hanford  _  21 

Los  Angeles..  2,  4,  5,  7.  9,  11,  13,  22,  *28,  34 

Madera  _  30 

Merced  _  34 

Modesto  _  14 

Monterey  (see  Salinas). 

Napa -  62 

Oakland  (see  San  Francisco). 

Oxnard  _  32 

Petaluma  _  66 

Port  Chicago _  I5 

Red  Bluff _  16 

Redding  _  7 

Riverside  _ 40. 46 

Sacramento  _ 3,  *6,  10.  40, 43 

Sallnas-Monterey _  8. 23 

San  Bernardino _ 18.  *21. 30 

San  Buenaventura _  38 

San  Diego -  8.  10.  *15.  21.  27.  33,  39 

San  Franclsco- 

Oakland _ 2,  4,  5.  7, ‘9.  20,  26.  32.  33. 44 

San  Jose -  11,  48.  *54,  60 

San  Luis  Obispo _  6 

Santa  Barbara _ 3.  20, 23 

Santa  Cruz _  16 

Santa  Maria _  44 

Santa  Paula _  16 

Santa  Rosa _  50 

Stockton . . 13,  36.  *42 

Tulare  _  27 

Ukiah  _  13 

Visalia _ 43.44 

Watsonville  _  22 

Yreka  City _  H 

Yuba ’City . . 52 

Colorado; 

Alamosa  _  13 

Boulder _  *12.22 

Canon  City _  36 

Colorado  Springs _  11,  13.  *17,  23 

Craig  .  13 

Delta  _  24 

Denver  . . 2,  4,  *6.  7.  9.  20. 23 

Durango  _  6, 15 

Fort  Collins _  44 

Fort  Morgan _  15 

Grand  Junction _  5.21 

Greeley  - 50 

La  Junta _  24 

Lamar  _  18 

Leadville _  14 

Longmont  _  32 

Loveland _ 38 

Montrose  _  10. 18 

Pueblo  _ 3,  5,  ‘S,  28.  34 

Salida  _  25 

Sterling  _ 25 

Trinidad _  21 

Walsenburg  _  30 

Connecticut; 

Bridgeport _  43,  49,  *71 

Hartford _ 3.  18,  *24 

Meriden _  65 

New  Britain _  30 

New  Haven  _  8. 59 

New  London _ 26.  81 


Norwalk  (see  Stamford). 


Norwich _ 57.  *63 

Stamford-Norwalk _ _ _ _  27 

Waterbury  _  53 

Delaware; 


Dover _ 

Wilmington _ 

District  of  Columbia 

Washington _ 

Florida ; 

Belle  Glade _ 

Bradenton  _ 

Clearwater _ 

Daytona  Beach _ 

De  Land  _ 

Fort  Lauderdale  ... 

Fort  Myers _ 

Port  Pierce _ 

Gainesville _ 

Jacksonville _ 

Key  West _ 


.  40 

. . 12,  53.  *59 

4.  5,  7.  9,  20.  *26 

.  25 

.  28 

.  32 

.  2 

Ill””..-  44 

. 1 _ 17.  23 

.  11 

_ _  19 

_ *5,  20 

4,  *7,  12.  30.  36 

. 14.  20 
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Florida — Continued 

Lake  City - 

Lakeland - 

Lake  Wales - 

Leesburg - 

Marianna  _ 

Miami . . *2 

Ocala - 

Orlando _ 

Palatka - 

Panama  City - 

Pensacola _ _ _ 

Quincy  - 

St.  Augustine _ 

St.  Petersburg  (see  Tampa) 

Siinford _ 

Sarasota  _ 

Tallahassee _ a _ 

Tampa-St.  Petersburg _ 

West  Palm  Beach _ 


Channel  No. 

.  33 

. 16.  22 

14 

.  26 

.  17 

4,  7,  10.  27,  33 

.  15 

6,  9,  18,  *24 

.  17 

.  7,  *30.  36 

..  3,  15.  *21,  f6 

. .  54 

. .  25 

1 .  35 

. .  34 

_ *11.  24,  51 

*3.  8.  13,  58 
..  5.  12,  *15.  21 


Georgia: 

Albany _ 10,  25 

Amerlcus  _  31 

Athens _ *8,  60 

Atlanta . . 2,  5,  11,  *30,  36 

Augusta  _  6,  12 

Bain  bridge  _  35 

Brunswick _ 28,  34 

Cairo  _  45 

Carrollton _  S3 

Cartersville _  63 

Cedartowrn  _  53 

Columbus _ 4,  28,  *34 

Cordele  _  43 

Dalton _  25 

Douglas _  32 

Dublin _  15 

Elberton  _  16 

Fitzgerald _  23 

Fort  Valley  _  18 

Gainesville _  52 

Griffin  _  39 

La  Grange _  50 

Macon . 13,  *41.  47 

Marietta  _  57 

Milledgeville  _  51 

Moultrie  _  43 

Newnan _  61 

Rome  _  9, 59 

Savannah  _ 3,  *9,  11 

Statesboro  _  22 

Swainsboro  _  20 

Thomasville  _  6, 27 

Tifton  . 14 

Toccoa  _  35 

Valdosta  _  37 

Vidalla  _ 26 

Waycross  _  16 

Idaho: 

Blackfoot  _ 1_  33 

Boise  _  *4,  7,  9 

Burley  _  15 

Caldwell  _  2 

Coeur  d’Alene _  12 

Emmett  _ _ 26 

Gooding  _  .23 

Idaho  Falls  _  3, 8 

Jerome  _  17 

Kellogg  _  33 

Lewiston  _  3 

Mo.scow _  *15 

Nampa  _  6, 12 

Payette  _  14 

Pocatello  _  6, 10 

Preston _ _ 41 

Rexburg  _  27 

Rupert  _  21 

Sandpolnt  _  9 

Twin  Falls .  11, 13 

Wallace _  27 

Weiser  _  20 

Illinois: 

Alton  _  48 

Aurora  _  16 

Belleville  _  64 

Bloomington  _ _  15 

Cairo  _  24 

Carbondale  _ 34,  *61 

Centralia  _  32, 69  . 

Champaign-Urbana  _ 3,  *12, 21,  27. 33 

Chicago  _  2,  5.7,  9,  *11,20,26,  32,38,44 


Illinois — Continued  Channel  No. 

Danville  _  24 

Decatur  _ 17, 23 

De  Kalb  _  *67 

Dixon  _  47 

Elgin  . 28 

Freeport  _  23 

Galesburg  _  40 

Harrisburg  _  22 

Jacksonville  _ _  29 

Joliet _  48 

Kankakee  _  14 

Kewanee _  60 

La  Salle  _  35 

Lincoln  _  63 

Macomb  _  61 

Marion  _  40 

Mattoon  _  46 

Moline  (see  Davenport,  Iowa). 

Mt.  Vernon  _  33 

Olney  _  16 

Pekin . 49 

Peoria  . 8,  19.  *37,43 

Quincy  _ 10,  21 

Rockford  _ 13.  39,  *45 

Rock  Island  (see  Davenport,  Iowa). 

Springfield  . . 2,20,  *26 

Streator  _  65 

Urbana  (see  Champaign). 

Vandalia _  28 

Waukegan  _  22 


Indiana: 

Anderson _ 

Angola _ 

Bedford  _ 

Bloomington 

Columbus _ 

Connersville  _ 

Elkhart _ 

Evansville.. __ 
Port  Wayne.. 

Gary - 

Hammond _ 

Indianapolis.. 

Jasper  _ 

Kokomo _ 

Lafayette  .... 
Lebanon  .... 

Logansport  _ 

'  Madison _ 

Marion  _ 

Michigan  City 

Muncie _ 

Richmond _ 

Shelbyville _ 

South  Bend _ 

Tell  City _ 

Terre  Haute  . 

Vincennes  _ 

Washington  _ 
Iowa : 


.  61 

. .  15 

_ _  39 

_ 4.  *30,  36 

_  42- 

. .  33 

. .  52 

_  7,  50.  *56,  62 

. . 21.  *27,  33 

. .  50.  *66 

_  56 

6,  8. 13.  *20,  26.  67 

. .  19 

_  31 

_  *47.  59 

_ _  18 

_  51 

. .  25 

_  29 

_  62 

_  49.  55,  *71 

. .  32 

_  53 

. .  34.  *40,  46 

. .  31 

_ 10.  *57,  63 

.  44 

.  60 


Algona _  37 

Ames  _  5, 25 

Atlantic _  45 

Boone  _  19 

Burlington _ 32,  38 

Carroll _  39 

Cedar  Rapids _ 2,  9,  20,  *26 

Centerville _  31 

Charles  City _  18 

Cherokee _  14 

Clinton _  64 

Creston _  43 

Davenport-Rock  Island  &  Moline, 

Illinois. .  4,  6.  *30.  36.  42 

Decorah _  44 

Des  Moines . 8,  *11,  13.  17.  23 

Dubuque _ 56,  62 

Estherville  _  24 

Fairfield  _ 64 

Fort  Dodge _  21 

Fort  Madison _  60 

Grinnell  _  46 

Iowa  City _ *12,  24 

Keokuk  _  44 

Knoxville  _  33 

Marshalltown _  49 

Mason  City _  8,35 

Muscatine _  68 

Newton  _  29 

Oelwein _ 28 


Iowa — Continued 

Oskaloosa  _ 

Ottumwa  ____ 

Red  Oak  _ 

Shenandoah  _. 
Sioux  City 

Spencer  _ 

Storm  Lake _ 

Waterloo _ 

Webster  City _ 

Kansas: 

Abilene _ 

Arkansas  City. 

Atchison _ 

Chanute _ 

Coffeyvllle  .... 

Colby _ 

Concordia _ 

Dodge  City _ 

El  Dorado  .... 

Emporia _ 

Fort  Scott.... 

Garden  City _ 

Goodland _ 

Great  Bend _ 

Hays  - 

Hutchinson _ 

Independence  . 

lula _ _ _ 

Junction  City  . 

Lamed _ 

Lawrence _ 

Leavenworth  .. 

Liberal  _ 

McPherson _ 

Manhattan.  ... 

Newton  I _ 

Olathe  _ 

Ottawa _ 

Parsons _ 

Pittsburg _ 

Pratt  _ 

Salina _ 

Topeka  _ 

Wellington _ 

W'ichita _ 

Winfield . 

Kentucky: 

Ashland _ 

Bowling  Green 
Campbellsvllle 

Corbin  _ 

Danville _ 

Elizabethtown 

Frankfort _ 

Glasgow _ 

Harlan _ 

Hazard _ 

Hopkinsville _ 

Lexington _ 

Louisville _ 

Madisonvllle _ 

Mayfield _ 

Maysvllle _ 

Middlesborough 

Murray _ 

Owensboro _ 

Paducah  _ 

Pikevllle . 

Princeton  _ 

Richmond  .... 

Somerset _ 

Winchester _ 

Louisiana : 

Abbeville _ 

Alexandria  .... 

Bastrop  _ 

Baton  Rouge  . 

Bogalusa  _ 

Crowley _ 

De  Rldder _ 

Eunice _ 

Franklin  _ 

Hammond _ 

Houma  _ 

Jackson  _ 

Jennings _ 

Lafayette  _ 

Lake  Charles  .. 

Minden  _ 

Monroe _ 

Morgan  City  .. 


Channel  No. 

52 

15 

. .  32 

. .  20 

. . 4.  9.  *30,  36 

.  42 

.  34 

. 7,  16.  *22 

.  27 

.  31 

49 

. . 63 

. . 50 

.  33 

. . .  22 

. 47 

. 6.  23 

. 55 

39 

. . 27 

_  9,11 

. . .  31 

. . .  2,28 

. .  7.20 

. .  12.  18 

20 

. .  44 

. . .  29 

. 15 

_ r-. _ *11,17 

. 54 

.  14 

. .  26 

_ _  *8,23 

14 

.  52 

. .  21 

. 46 

. 7,33 

. . 36 

. . .  34 

. 13,  42,  *48 

24 

_ 3.  10,  16,  *22 

.  43 

.  69 

. 13,17 

.  40 

. . .  16 

_  35 

. .  23 

.  43 

... _ _  28 

. 36 

_  19 

. .  20 

. . 27,33 

3.  11.  *15.  21,  41.  51 

. .  26 

_ _  49 

.  24 

.  57. t3 

.  33 

_ 14 

. .  6,43 

. . 14 

. .  45 

. .  60 

.  2‘J 

.  37 

.  42 

. .  5.  62 

. 51 

_  10,  28,  *34,  4J 

.  39 

.  21 

.  14 

_ _ 64 

.  4j 

.  51 

.  30 

.  18 

.  48 

. 38,67 

_ 7.  *19.  25 

. .  30 

.  8, 43 

.  80 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


Louisiana — Continued  Channel  No. 

Natchitoches  _ - _ -  17 

New  Iberia _  15 

New  Orleans . .  *2.  4,  6.  20.  26.  32,  61 

Oakdale _ -  54 

Opelousas _ J _  58 

Ruston _  20 

Shreveport  _  3, 12 

Thibodaux _  24 

Wimifteld . 22 

Maine: 

Auburn _ 23 

Augusta _ 10,  29 

Bangor _ 2.  5,  *16 

Bar  Harbor _  22 

Bath _  65 

Belfast  _  41 

Biddeford _  59 

Calais  _  7,  20 

Dover-Poxcroft  _  18 

Port  Kent  _ .  17 

Houlton  _  24 

Lewiston  _  8,  17 

Millinocket  _ _  14 

Orono  _  *12 

Portland _ 6,  13,  .*47,  53 

Presque  Isle _  8,  19 

Rockland  _  25 

Rumford _  55 

Van  Buren _  15 

Waterville _  35 

Maryland: 

Annapolis  _  14 

Baltimore . 2.  11,  13.  18.  *24,  30 

Cambridge  _  22 

Cumberland  _  17 

Frederick  _  62 

Ha^5erstown  _  52 

Salisbury  _ -  16 

Massachusetts: 

Barnstable  _ I*  52 

Boston _ *2,  4,  5.  7,  44,  50,  56 

Brockton _  62 

Fall  River . 40.  46 

Greenfield  _ : _  42 

Holyoke  (see  Springfield). 

Lawrence  _  38 

Lowell  _  32 

New  Bedford _  28,  34 

North  Adams _  15 

Northampton  _  36 

Pittsfield  . - .  64 

Sprlngfleld'Holyoke _ 55,  61 

Worcester  _  14,  20 

Michigan: 

Alma  _  41 

Alpena _ 9,  30 

Ann  Arbor _ 20,  *26 

Bad  Axe _  46 

Battle  Creek _ 58.  64 

Bay  City . . 5.  63.  *73 

Benton  Harbor _  42 

Big  Rapids _  39 

Cadillac  . . .  13,  45 

Calumet  _  13 

Cheboygan _  4,  36 

Coldwater  _  24 

Detroit .  2.  4.  7.  50.  *56,  62 

East  Lansing _ 60 

E;ist  Tawas _  25 

Escanaba  _  3 

•  Flint .  12.  16,  *22,  28 

Gladstone _  40 

Grand  Rapids _ 8,  *17,  23 

Hancock _ -  10 

Houghton  _  19 

Iron  Mountain _  9,  27 

Iron  River _  12 

Iron  wood  _  31 

Jackson  _  48 

Kalamazoo _  3,  36 

Lansing  _  6,  64 

Ludlngton  _  18 

Manistee _  15 

Manistlque _  14 

Marquette  _  5,  17 

Midland  .  19 

Mount  Pleasant _  47 

Muskegon  _ _ 29,  35 

Petoskey  _ -  81 

Pontiac  _ 44 

Port  Huron _ 34 


Michigan — Continued  Channel  No. 

Rogers  City _  24 

Saginaw  _ 51,  57 

Sault  Ste.  Marie _ 8. 10.  28.  *34 

Traverse  City  _ 7, 20,  *26 

West  Branch _  21 

Minnesota: 

Albert  Lea _  57 

Alexandria  _  36 

Austin  _  6, 51 

Bemldjl . 24 

Bralnerd  _  12 

Cloquet  _ 44 

Crookston _  21 

Detroit  Lakes _  18 

Duluth-Superior,  Wis _ 3,  6,  *8,  32,  38 

Ely  . 16 

Fairmont _  40 

Faribault _  20 

Fergus  Palls _  16 

Grand  Rapids _  20 

Hastings  _  29 

Hibblng . . . 10 

International  Falls _  11 

Little  Palls . 14 

Mankato  _  15 

Marshall  _  22 

Minneapolls-St.  Paul _ *2,  4,  5,  9,  11, 17,  23 

Montevideo  _  19 

New  Ulm _ -  43 

Northfield . . . -  26 

Owatonna _  45 

Red  Wing .  63 

Rochester  _ 10.  55 

St.  Cloud _  7, 33 

St.  Paul  (see  Minneapolis). 

Stillwater  _ 39 

Thief  River  Falls _  15 

Virginia _  26 

Wadena _  27 

Wlllmar _ 31 

Winona _  61 

Worthington  _  32 

Mississippi : 

Biloxi . .  13,  *44.  50 

Brookhaven  _  37 

Canton  _  16 

Clarksdale _  6, 32 

Columbia  _  35 

Columbus  _  28 

Corinth  _  29 

Greenville . 21,27 

Greenwood  _  24 

Grenada  _  15 

Gulfport  _  56 

Hattiesburg  _  9, 17 

Jackson  _ 12,  *19, 25,  47 

Kosciusko _  52 

Laurel  _  33 

Louisville  _  46 

McComb  _  31 

Meridian . . 11,30,  *36 

Natchez _  29 

Pascagoula  _  22 

Picayune _  14 

Starkvllle  _  34 

State  College _  *2 

Tupelo _  38 

University _  *20 

Vicksburg  _  41 

West  Point _  8,  56 

Yazoo  City _ _ _ -  49 

Missouri : 

Cape  Girardeau  _ 12, 18 

Carthage  _  56 

Caruthersvllle  _  27 

Chilllcothe _  14 

Clinton  _  49 

Columbia  _ 8. 16,  22 

Farmington  - _  52 

Festus _ _ _  14 

Fulton _  24 

Hannibal _ 7,  27 

Jefferson  City _  13, 33 

Joplin  . —  12.30 

Kansas  City . 4,  5. 9,  *19,  25,  65 

Kennett _  21 

Klrksvllle  - _  3. 18 

Lebanon  _ _ 23 

Marshall  _ _ 40 

Maryville _  26 


Missouri — Continued 

Mexico _ 

Moberly _ 

Monett _ 

Nevada  _ 

Poplar  Bluff _ 

Rolla _ 

St.  Joseph _ 

St.  Louis _ 

Sedalia _ 

Slkeston  _ 

Springfield _ 

West  Plains _ 

Montana : 

Anaconda  _ 

Billings _ 

Bozeman _ 

Butte  _ 

Cut  Bank _ 

Deer  Lodge _ 

Dillon _ _ 

Glasgow _ 

Glendive _ 

Great  Falls _ 

Hamilton _ 

Hardin . 

Havre _ 

Helena _ 

Kallspell _ 

Laurel  _ 

Lewlstown _ 

Livingston _ 

Miles  City _ 

Missoula _ 

Poison  _ 

Red  Lodge _ 

Shelby _ _ _ 

Sidney _ 

Whlteflsh . 

Wolf  Point . 

Nebraska: 

Alliance _ 

Beatrice _ _ _ 

Broken  Bow _ 

.  Columbus _ 

Falrbury _ 

Falls  City.. . 

Fremont  _ 

Grand  Island.... 

Hastings  ... _ 

Kearney  ......... 

Lexington _ 

Lincoln  _ 

McCook  _ 

Nebraska  City.... 

Norfolk _ 

North  Platte _ _ 

Omaha _ 

Scottsbluff  _ 

York _ _ 

Nevada: 

Boulder  City _ 

Carlin  _ 

Carson  City _ 

Elko . . 

Ely . . . 

Fallon  _ _ _ 

Goldfield . 

Hawthorne _ 

Henderson _ 

Las  Vegas _ _ _ 

Lovelock _ 

McGill . 

Reno _ _ _ 

Tonopah  _ 

Wlnnemucca  .... 

Yerlngton _ 

New  Hampshire: 

Berlin _ 

Claremont  _ 

Concord  _ 

Durham _ 

Hanover _ 

Keene _ 

Laconia  _ 

Littleton _ 

Manchester _ 

Nashua  _ 

•  Portsmouth  _ 

Rochester _ 


Channel  No. 

- .  45 

.  35 

.  14 

. - .  18 

.  15 

.  31 

. 2,30.  *33 

4.5.  *9. 11,30,  36.42 

. .  6.  23 

.  37 

. 3,  10.  *26.32 

.  23 

.  2 

. 2,8.  *11 

. . *9.22 

. 4.6.  *7,15 

.  20 

. - .  25 

.  20 

.  16 

.  18 

. 3,  5.  *23 

.  17 

.  4 

.  9,11 

. 10,12 

. .  8 

.  14 

.  13 

.  16 

. 3.  *6. 10 

. *11,13,21 

.  18 

.  13 

.  14 

.  14 

.  16 

.  20 

. 13.21 

.  40 

.  14 

.  49 

.  35 

.  38 

.  52 

. 11,21 

.  5, 27 

. 13.19 

.  23 

_ 10.  12.  *18.24 

.  8. 17 

.  50 

.  33 

.  2.  :• 

..  3,6.7,  *16,22.23 

. 10,16 

.  15 

.  4 

.  14 

.  37 

.  i: 

.  3.0 

.  20 

.  5 

.  3! 


.  8,  *10.  n 
....  10 

....  8 

4,  8.  *21.27 

....  9 

....  7 

”..  33 

....  26 

....  37 

....  27 

_  *11 

....  *21 

1”.  45 

....  43 

....  24 

_  9. 48 

”..  54 

....  19 

1...  51 
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New  Jersey:  Channel  No. 

Andover _ -  *69 

Asbury  Park - 68 

Atlantic  City - -  40, 53 

Bridgeton _ 64 

Camden _ -  *80 

Freehold _ _ _ *74 

Hammonton _ 1 - -  *70 

Montclair  _ -  *77 

Newark _ -  13 

New  Brunswick _ -  *19,47 

Paterson  _ _ 37 

Trenton _ _ _ 41 

Wildwood  ... _ 48 

New  Mexico: 

Alamogordo  ...... _ 17 

Albuquerque  ..... _ 4,  *8, 7, 13 

Artesla _ _ _ 21 

Atrlsco-Flve  Point* _ -  18 

Helen  ...... _ .... _ 24 

Carlsbad  ....... _ _ _ _  6, 23 

Clayton  ........... _ 27 

Clovis .  12, 35 

Demlng _ _ _  14 

Farmington _ _ _ 17 

Gallup _ ...... _ 8,  *8, 10 

Hobbs . . .  46 

Hot  Springs _ 19 

Las  Cruces _ _ 23 

Las  Vegas _ 14 

Lordsburg  _ _ 33 

Los  Alamos.... _ _ _ ...  20 

Lovlngton  ......... _ 27 

Portales  ........... _ ...  23 

Raton  .... _ .... _ 40,  *53 

Roswell _ _ _  *3,  8, 10 

Santa  Pe . . . 2,  *9, 11 

Silver  City . .  *10, 13 

Socorro  ....... _ 15 

Tucumcarl  _ _ ...... _ .........  25 

New  York: 

Albany-Schenectady-Troy....  0,  *17,  23,  41 

Amsterdam _ .... _ ...  53 

Auburn _ ................  37 

Batavia _ .... _ ..... _ 33 

Binghamton  _ _ _ _ _  12. 40,  *46 

Buffalo  (also  see  Buffalo-Nlagara 

Falls) . 17,  *23 

Buffalo-Nlagara  Palls...........  2,4,7,59 

Cortland  _ _ 56 

Dunkirk  _ _  46 

Elmira . 18,24 

Glens  Palls _ 39 

GloversvUle  _  29 

Hornell  _  50 

Ithaca .  *14,20 

Jamestown _  58 

Kingston  _ _ * _  66 

Malone  .... _ 20,  *66 

Massena  _ _ 14 

Middletown  . .  60 

New  York . 2.  4.  5.  7, 9, 11,  *25,  31 

Niagara  Palls  (see  Buffalo-Nlagara 
Falls). 

Ogdensburg  .... _ 24 

Glean  .  ... _  54 

Oneonta _ ... _ 63 

Oswego  _ _ _ _  •  31 

Plattsburg  _  28 

Poughkeepsie  _ 21,  *83 

Rochester _ _ 5, 10. 15,  *21, 27 

Rome  (see  Utica). 

Saranac  Lake _ ... _ _  18 

Schenectady  (also  see  Albany)  _ _  35 

Syracuse _ ...  3, 8,  *43 

Troy  (see  Albany). 

Utlca-Rome _ _  13, 19,  *25 

Watertown _ ... _ .............  48 

North  Carolina: 

Ahoskle _ _ 53 

Albemarle _ 20 

Asheville . 13,  *56,  62 

Burlington _  63 

Chapel  Hill . *4 

Charlotte  . 3,9,36.  *42 

Durham  _ 11,  *40.  46 

Elizabeth  City _ 31 

Fayetteville  _  18 

Gastonia _  48 

Goldsboro _ 34 

Greensboro  _ 2,  *51, 57 

No.  87— Pt.  II - 20 


North  Carolina — Continued  Channel  No. 

Greenville  _ 9 

Henderson  _ 53 

Hendersonville  _ 27 

Hickory _ 30 

High  Point .  15 

Jacksonville _ 16 

Kannapolis _ 59 

Kinston _ _ _ 45 

Laurlnburg _ 41 

Lumberton _ 21 

Mount  Airy _ ....  55 

New  Bern  _ _ 13 

Raleigh _ _ _ _ 5,  *22,  28 

Roanoke  Rapids  _ _ 30 

Rocky  Mount _ 50 

Salisbury  _ _ 63 

Sanford _ 88 

Shelby . 39 

Southern  Pines _ 49 

Statesville _ 64 

Washington  _ _ 7 

Wilmington  .... _ ............  6,  29,  *35 

Wilson .  50 

Winston-Salem _ - _ .....  12,  26,  *33 

North  Dakota: 

Bismarck  .... _ _ _ _  8, 12, 18,  *24 

Bottineau _ _ _ 10 

Carrington  .... _ - _ _ _ -  26 

Devils  Lake _ _  8, 14 

Dickinson _ _ _ 2,4.  *17 

Fargo  . 6, 13,  *34, 40 

Grafton  _ _ _ — .  17 

Grand  Porks . —  *2. 10 

Harvey  _ _ 23 

Jamestown  ...... _ .......  7,42 

Lisbon _ _ _ —  23 

Minot  _ *6,10,13 

New  Rockford  _ _ 20 

Rugby  _ ... - .....  38 

Valley  City . 4,33 

Wahpeton  ..... _ -  45 

WllUston  . . 8, 11,  *34 

Ohio: 

Akron .  49,  *85,  61 

Ashtabula _ ... _ 15 

Athens _ ... _ ...  62 

Bellefontalne  ... _ 63 

Cambridge  _ _ 26 

Canton  _ _ _ _ — .  29 

Chllllcothe  _ -  56 

Cincinnati  _  5,  9, 12,  *48. 84,  74 

Cleveland  . - . 3,  8. 8, 19,  *25, 65 

Columbus  _ _ 4, 0, 10,  *34, 40 

Coshocton  _ _ 20 

Da3rton  _ _  2, 7,  *  16, 22 

Defiance  _ 43 

Findlay  _ 53 

Galllpolls  . -  18 

Hamllton-Mlddletown  _  65 

Lancaster  _ _ 28 

Lima  _ 35, 41 

Iiorain  _ 31 

Mansfield  _ 36 

Marlon  _  17 

Massillon . 23 

Middletown  (see  Hamilton). 

Mount  Vernon - - — -  68 

Newark  _ 60 

Oxford _ -  *14 

Piqua _ 44 

Portsmouth _ _ _  30 

Sandusky  _ _ -  42 

Springfield  _ _  46,  S3 

Steubenville  (see  Wheeling,  W.  Va.). 

Tiffin  .  47 

Toledo . 11, 13,  *30 

Warren _ 21 

Youngstown  _ _  37, 38,  73 

Zanesville  _ 60 

Oklahoma: 

Ada . -  50 

Altus  _  36 

Alva  _ 30 

Anadarko  _  68 

Ardmore  _ 66 

Bartlesville _ 62 

Blackwell  _ 61 

Chlckasha _  64 

Claremore _  15 

Clinton  _ 32 


Oklahoma — Continued 

Duncan  _ 

Durant  _ _ _ 

Elk  City _ _ 

El  Reno  _ 

Enid . 

Frederick _ 

Guthrie _ 

Guymon  _ _ 

Hobart _ 

Holdenvllle  _ _ 

Hugo  _ 

Lawton  _ 

McAlester  _ 

Miami  _ 

Muskogee _ _ _ 

Norman _ 

Oklahoma  City  ____ 

Okmulgee  _ 

Pauls  Valley  _ _ 

Ponca  City _ 

Pryor  Creek  _ _ 

Bapulpa  ...... _ 

Seminole  .... _ 

Shawnee  _ _ 

Stillwater  _ _ 

Tulsa _ 

Vinlta  . 

Woodward _ 

Oregon: 

Albany _ _ _ 

'Ashland  _ _ 

Astoria  ... _ 

Baker  ..... _ 

Bend  ....... _ 

Burns _ _ _ 

Corvallis _ _ _ 

Eugene’ _ _ _ 

Grants  Pass _ 

Klamath  Falls _ 

La  Grande  _ _ 

Lebanon _ _ _ 

McMinnville' _ 

Medford  _ _ _ 

North  Bend  ..... _ 

Pendleton  ....... _ 

Portland  ...... _ _ 

Roseburg  _ _ 

Salem _ 

Springfield  _ _ 

The  Dalles _ 

Pennsylvania: 

Allentown _ 

Altoona _ 

Bethlehem  _ 

Bradford  _ 

Butler  _ 

Chambersburg _ 

Du  Bols _ _ _ 

Easton _ 

Emporium  _ 

Erie . 

Harrisburg _ 

Hazleton _ 

Johnstown  _ _ 

Lancaster  _ _ 

Lebanon  _ _ 

Lewlstown _ 

Lock  Haven _ 

Meadvllle  _ 

New  Castle _ 

on  City . . 

Philadelphia _ 

Pittsburgh _ 

Reading _ 

Scranton  _ _ 

Sharon  _ 

State  College _ 

Sunbury _ 

Unlontown _ 

Washington _ 

Wilkes-Barre _ 

Williamsport _ 

York . 

Rhode  Island: 

Providence _ 

South  Carolina: 

Aiken _ 

Anderson  _ 

Camden _ 

Charleston _ 


Channel  No. 

.  39 

.  27 

_ _ 12,  15 

—  .  56 

—  . .  6,21,  *27 

. . 44 

.  43 

. . 20 

.  23 

-  14 

.  21 

. 7,  *28.  34 

.  47 

.  53 

. . .  8,  *45.  66 

— - . 31, *37 

—  4,9,  *13, 19,25 

.  26 

—  . 61 

.  40 

.  54 

- - 42 

.  59 

.  53 

.  29, *69 

...  3,6,  *11,17,23 

.  28 

- - 8 

.  65 

. .  14 

.  30 

.  37 

.  15 

.  16 

. *7,  49 

- *9,  13,  20,  26 

. .  30 

2 

.  13 

.  43 

.  40 

.  4. 5 

16 

.  28 

6,  8,  *10,  12,  21,  27 

OQ 

.'-'.".'.-*.’.’37*18,  24 

.  37 

.  32 


. 39,  45 

— .  10,  19,  23 

.  51 

.  48 

.  43 

.  40 

.  31 

.  57 

. .  42 

12.  35.  *41,66 
...  27,  33,  71 

. .  63 

. .  6.  56 

_  8,21 

.  13 


. 38 

.  32 

. .  37 

.  43 

.  64 

3.  0.  10,  17.  23.  29.  *33 
2,  11,  *13,  10,  47,  53 

. 55,  61 

. 10,  22.  73 

.  39 


•44 
65 
14 
f3 
28,  34 
36 
43,  49 


10.  12,  16,  *22 


2,  8, 


54 

58 

14 

•13 
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South  Carolina — Continued  Channel  No. 

Clemson  _  *68 

Columbia _ 10,  *19,  25,  67 

Conway _ -  23 

Florence  _  8 

Georgetown  _  27 

Greenville _ 4,  23,  *29 

Greenwood _  21 

Luake  City . . . 55 

Lancaster  _  31 

Laurens _  45 

Marion _  43 

Newberry _  37 

Orangeburg  _  44 

Rock  Hill  — . - .  61 

Soartanburg _  7, 17 

Sumter  _  47 

Union _  65 

South  Dakota: 

Aberdeen  _  9, 17 

B’lle  Fourche _  23 

Brookings _  *8,  25 

Hot  Springs _  17 

Huron  _ 12. 15 

Lead _  5, 28 

Madison  - 43 

Mitchell  . - - -  5.  20 

Mobridge  _  27 

Pierre _ 6, 10.  *22 

Rapid  City _  7.  15 

Sioux  Falls _ 11.  13.38.  *44 

Sturgis  _  20 

Vermillion  _  *2.41 

Watertown _  3. 35 

Winner  _  18 

Yankton  _ 17 

Tennessee: 

Athens  _ -  14 

Bristol.  Tenn. -Bristol.  Va. _  5.  48 

Chattanooga  _  3. 12.  43.  49,  *55 

Clarksville  _  53 

Cleveland  _  33 

Columbia  _  39 

Cookeville _  24 

Covington _  19 

Dversburg _  43 

Ellzabethton  _  40 

Fayetteville  _  27 

Gallatin  _  43 

Harriman  _  67 

Humboldt _  25 

Jackson _  9, 18 

Johnson  City - 11,34 

Kingsport _  28 

Knoxville . —  6.  10,  *20.  23 

Lawrence  burg  _  50 

Lebanon  _  58 

McMinnville  _  48 

Maryville  _  51 

Memphis _ 3.  5.  *10. 13.  42,  48 

Morristown  _  54 

Murfreesboro _  ’8 

Nashville . . *2.4.5.8,30.36 

Oak  Ridge _ 32 

Paris _  51 

Pulaski  _  44 

Shelbyvllle  _  62 

Springfield _  42 

Tullahbma  _  65 

Union  City . .  55 

Texas : 

Abilene  . . . .  9.  33 

Alice  _ 34 

Alpine _ 12 

Amarillo _  *2,  4.  7,  10 

Athens  _  25 

Austin . . . 7.  18.  24,  *30 

Ballinger _  25 

Bay  City . . 33 

Beaumont-Port  Arthur _ 4,6,31,  *37 

Beevllle _  38 

Big  Spring _ •_ _  4 

Bonham  _  43 

Borger _ _ 33 

Brady _  15 

Breckenridge _  14 

Brenham _  62 

Brownfield  _  15 

Brownsville  (also  see  Brownsville- 
Harlingen-Weslaco) _  33 


Texas — Continued  Channel  No. 

Brownsvllle-Harlingen-Weslaco  ‘  4,  5 

Brownwood  _  19 

Bryan _  54 

Childress _  40 

Cleburne _  57 

Coleman  _  21 

College  Station _  *3,  48 

Conroe _  20 

Corpus  Christl _ 6,  10,  *16,  22 

Coriscana  _  47 

Crockett  _  56 

Crystal  City . . .  28 

Cuero _  25 

Dalhart  _  16 

Dallas . .  4,  8,  *13,  23,  29.  73 

Del  Rio . . 16 

Denison _  52 

Denton _ *2,  17 

Eagle  Pass _ -  26 

Edinburg _  26 

El  Campo _  27 

El  Paso.. . . 4,  *7.  9.  13,  20,  26 

Falfurrias _  52 

Floydada _  45 

Fort  Stockton _  22 

Fort  Worth _ 5,  10,  20,  *26 

Gainesville  _  49 

Galveston _ 11,  35,  41,  *47 

Gonzales  _  64 

Greenville _  62 

Harlingen  (also  see  Brownsvllle- 

Harlingen-Weslaco)  _  23 

Hebbronville  _ -  58 

Henderson  _  42 

Hereford  _  19 

Hillsboro . . 63 

Houston... . .  2,  *8,  13.  23.  29,  39 

Huntsville _  15 

Jacksonville  _  36 

Jasper _  49 

Kermlt _  14 

Kilgore _  59 

Kingsville  _  40 

Lamesa  _  28 

Lampasas  _  40 

Laredo _ 8,  13,  *15 

Levelland  _  38 

Littlefield _  32 

Longview _ 32,  38 

Lubbock . . . 5,  11,  13.  *20.  28 

Lufkin _  9,  46 

McAllen .  20 

McKinney _  65 

Marfa _  19 

Marshall  _  18 

Mercedes _  32 

Mexia _  50 

Midland _ 2.  18 

Mineral  Wells _ : _  38 

Mission  _  14 

Monahans _  9 

Mount  Pleasant _  35 

Nacogdoches  _  40 

New  Braunfels _  62 

Odessa _  7,  24 

Orange _  43 

Pampa _  17 

Paris  _  33 

Pearsall  _  31 

Pecos  _  16 

Perryton  _  22 

Plainview  _  29 

Port  Arthur  (see  Beaumont). 

Quanah _ 42 

Raymondvllle  _  42 

Rosenberg _  17 

San  Angelo _ 6,  8,  17,  *23 

San  Antonio _ 4,  5,  *9,  12,  35,  41 

San  Benito _  48 

San  Marcos _  63 

Seguln _  14 

Seymour  _  24 

Sherman _  46 

Snyder _  30 


*  These  assignments  may  be  utilized  In  any 
community  lying  within  the  area  of  the  tri- 
pu'^le  formed  by  Browuisville,  Harlingen  and 
\ .  ..laco. 


Texas — Continued  Channel  No. 

Stephenville _  32 

Sulphur  Springs _  41 

Sweetwater  _  12 

Taylor  - 58 

Temple  _ 16, 22 

Terrell _  53 

Texarkana  _ 6,  *18,  24 

Tjier  . 7,19 

Uvalde _  20 

Vernon  _  18 

Victoria  _  19 

Waco  _  11,  *28.  34 

Waxahachle _  45 

Weatherford  _  51 

W'eslaco  (see  Brownsvllle-Harlingen- 
Weslaco  ) . 

Wichita  Falls  _ 3,  6,  *16. 22 

Utah: 

Brigham  _  36 

Cedar  City _  5 

Logan  _ _ _ 12.  30.  *46 

Ogden  - '. _ 9,  *18. 24 

Price  _  6 

Provo  _  11,22,  *28 

Richfield  _  13 

St.  George  _  18 

Salt  Lake  City _ 2,  4,  5,  *7,  20.  28 

Tooele  _  44 

Vernal  _  3 

Vermont: 

Bennington  _  33 

Brattleboro  _  .58 

Burlington  _  *16.22 

Montpelier  _  3,40 

Newport  _  40 

Rutland  _  49 

St.  Albans  _  34 

St.  Johnsbury _  30 

Virginia: 

Blacksburg  _ *60 

Bristol  (see  Bristol,  Tenn.). 

Charlottesville  _ *45, 64 

Covington  _  44 

Danville  _  24 

Emporia  _  25 

Farmvllle  _  19 

Fredericksburg  _  47 

Front  Royal  _  39 

Harrisonburg  _  3, 34 

Lexington  _  54 

Lynchburg  _ 13, 16 

Marlon  _  50 

Martinsville  _  35 

Newport  News  (see  Norfolk-Ports- 
mouth-Newport  News). 
Norfolk-Portsmouth  (also  see  Nor- 
folk-Portsmouth-Newport  News).  27 
Norfolk-Portsmouth-Newport  News 

(also  see  Norfolk-Portsmouth) _  3 

10, 15,  *21.33 

Norton  _  52 

Petersburg  _  8,41 

Portsmouth  (see  Norfolk-Ports¬ 
mouth  and  also  see  Norfolk- 
Portsmouth-Newport  News). 

Pulaski  _  37 

Richmond  . 6. 12.  *23, 29 

Roanoke  . 7, 10,27,  *33 

South  Boston _  14 

Staunton _  36 

Waynesboro  _ 42 

Williamsburg  _  17 

Winchester  _ 28 

Washington: 

Aberdeen _ 58 

Anacortes  _  34 

Bellingham  - _ 12,  18,  24 

Bremerton  _ —  44,  50 

Centralla  _ - —  17 

Ellensburg . 49,  *65 

Ephrata  _ —  43 

Everett  _ -  22,  28 

Grand  Coulee _ —  37 

Hoquiam  _ -  52 

Kelso  _ _ _ _ _ ..... — -•  39 

Kennewick  (also  see  Kennewlck- 

Richland-Pasco)  _ 25 

Kennewlck-Richland-Pasco  _ - 

Longview  _ -  23 
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Washington — Contln\ied  Channel  No. 

Ol^anogan  (see  Omak). 

Olympia -  60 

Omak-Okanogan  -  *35 

Pasco  (also  see  Kennewick-Rich- 

land-Pasco) - - -  19 

Port  Angeles _ _ _  16 

Pullman _ *10,  24 

Richland  ialso  see  Kennewick- 

Richland-Pasc®)  _  31 

Seattle . 4,  5.  7,  *9.  20.  26 

S|x>kane _ 2, 4.  6,  *7 

Tacoma  _ 11,  13,  *56.  62 

Walla  Walla . . .  5.  8,  *22 

Weimtchee  _  *45. 55 

Yakima  .  23,  29.  *47 

Wefct  Virginia: 

Beckley  _  6, 21 

Bluefield  _  41 

Charleston  _ 8,  *43,  49 

Clarksburg  _  12,  22 

E’.klns  . . 40 

Fairmont  _  35 

Hinton  _  31 

Huntington  _ 3,  13,  *53 

L'lgan  _  23 

Martlnsburg  - 58 

Morgantown _ 1 _  *24 

Parkersburg  _  15 

Welch  . 25 

Weston  _  32 

Wheeling  (also  see  Wheellng-Steu- 

benvllle,  Ohio)  _  *57 

Wheellug-Steubenvllle,  Ohio  * - 7, 9,  51 

Williamson _  17 

Wisconsin: 

Adams  _  *58 

Appleton  _  42 

Ashland  _  15 

Beaver  Dam _  37 

Bc-lolt  - . - . - . -  57 

Chilton . *24 

Eau  Claire _ 13.  *19,  25 

Fond  du  Lac _  54 

Green  Bay _  2,  6 

Janesville  _  63 

Kenosha  _  61 

La  Crosse  _ 8,  *32,  38 

Madison . . . 3.  *21,27.33 

Manitowoc  _  65 

Marinette _ 11,  32,  *38 

Milwaukee . 4,  *10,  12.  19.  25.  31 

Oshkosh  _  48 

Park  Falls . - .  *18 

Portage _  17 

Prairie  du  Chlen _  34 

Racine _ 49,  55 

Rhinelander _  22 

Rice  Lake _  21 

Richland  Center _  15,  *66 

Sheboygan  _  59 

Shell  Lake .  *30 

Sparta  _  50 

Stevens  Point _ 20,  26 

Sturgeon  Bay _  44 

Sujjerlor  (see  Duluth,  Minn.). 

Wausau _ _  7, 16,  *46 

Wisconsin  Rapids _  14 

Wyoming: 


Buffalo .  29 

Casper  _  2,  6 

Cheyenne  _  3,5 

Cody _  24 

Douglas _  14 

Evanston _  14 

Gillette  . 31 

Green  River _  16 

Greybull  _  40 

Lander _  17 

Laramie _  *8,  18 

Lovell  _  36 

Lusk _  19 

Newcastle  _  28 

Powell  _  30 

Rawlins _  11 

Riverton  _  10 

Rock  Springs _  13 

Sheridan  _  9, 12 

Thermopolis  _  15 

Torrington  _  27 

Wheatland  _  24 

Worland  _  34 


TJ.  S.  TEmaiTORiEs  and  Possbbsions 


Alaska: 

Anchorage  _ 

Fairbanks _ 

Juneau  _ 

Ketchikan  _ 

Sev.’ard _ _ 

Sitka  _ 

Hawaiian  Islands: 

Hilo.  Hawaii _ 

Honolulu,  Oahu 
Llhue,  Kauai 
Walluku,  Maul  _ 
Puerto  Rico: 

Arccibo  _ 

Caguas  _ 

Mayaguez _ 

Ponce  _ 

San  Juan  _ 

Virgin  Islands: 
Charlotte  Amalie 
Christlansted _ 


Channel  No. 

_ 2.  *7, 11. 13 

2,  4,  7,  *9,  11.  13 

. *8.8, 10 

. 2.4.  *9 

.  4,9 

.  13 

2,  *4,7,  9, 11, 13 
2.4,  *7.9, 11, 13 

_ 3.  *8. 10. 12 

_ 3.8.  *10,12 

13 

.  11 

. .  3.5 

.  7. 9 

_ 2,4,  *6 

. —  10,12 

_  8 


§  3.607  Availability  of  channels,  (a) 
Subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(b)  of  this  section,  applications  may  be 
filed  to  construct  television  broadcast 
stations  only  on  the  channels  assigned  in 
the  Table  of  Assignments  and  ojily  in  the 
communities  listed  therein.  Applications 
which  fail  to  comply  with  this  require¬ 
ment,  whether  or  not  accompanied  by  a 
petition  to  amend  the  table,  will  not  be 
accepted  for  filing.  * 

(b)  A  channel  assigned  to  a  commu¬ 
nity  listed  in  the  Table  of  Assignments 
is  available  upon  application  in  any  un¬ 
listed  community  which  is  located  within 
15  miles  of  the  listed  community.  Where 
channels  are  assigned  to  two  or  more 
communities  listed  in  combination  in  the 
Table,  such  channels  are  also  available  to 
any  unlisted  communities  which  are  lo¬ 
cated  within  15  miles  of  any  of  such 
listed  communities.  The  distance  be¬ 
tween  such  listed  and  unlisted  communi¬ 
ties  shall  be  determined  by  the  distance 
between  the  respective  coordinates 
thereof  as  set  forth  in  the  publication  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  entitled  “Air  Line  Distances  Be¬ 
tween  Cities  in  the  United  States”.’  Tf 
said  publication  does  not  contain  the 
coordinates  of  either  or  both  communi¬ 
ties,  the  coordinates  of  the  main  post 
office  in  either  or  both  of  such  communi¬ 
ties  shall  be  used.  The  method  to  be 
followed  in  making  the  measurements  is 
set  forth  in  «  3.611. 

§  3.608  International  agreements. 
Authorizations  issued  by  the  Commission 
for  television  broadcast  facilities  will  be 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  any  agree¬ 
ments  entered  into  by  the  United  States 
w’ith  Canada  and  Mexico  concerning  tele¬ 
vision  assignments  and  authorizations.* 
Where,  pursuant  to  such  an  agreement, 
timely  objection  is  received  from  the  for¬ 
eign  country  involved  to  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  granted  by  the  Commission,  the 
Commission  may,  on  its  own  motion,  set 
aside  such  authorization  pending  con¬ 
sideration  of  such  objection.  Upon  re¬ 
ceipt  of  such  objection,  the  Commission 
will  notify  the  person  to  whom  such  au¬ 
thorization  has  been  issued. 


•This  publication  may  be  purchased  from 
the  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington, 
D.  C. 

*  These  agreements,  when  formalized,  will 
be  published  as  part  cf  this  subpart. 


§  3.609  Changes  in  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments.  Except  as  provided  below,  the 
Table  of  Assignments  (§  3.606)  and  the 
rules  relating  to  separations  as  set  forth 
in  §  3.610,  shall  not  be  subject  to  amend¬ 
ment  on  petition  within  the  one  year 
period  following  the  effective  date  of  this 
subpart.  Petitions  to  amend  the  Table 
of  Assignments  will  be  eligible  for  con¬ 
sideration  during  said  period  under  the 
following  circumstances,  provided  that 
the  requests  therein  comply  with  the 
minimum  assignment  separations  set 
forth  in  §  3.610  and  that  the  petitions  do 
not  request  any  deletions  or  substitutions 
of  channels  in  any  community  listed  In 
the  Table: 

(a)  Where  the  petitioner  seeks  the 
assignment  of  a  channel  to  a  community 
which  is  not  listed  in  the  Table  and 
which  is  not  located  within  15  miles  of  a 
li.sted  community. 

(b)  Where  the  petitioner  seeks  the  as¬ 
signment  of  a  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  channel  to  a  community  listed  in 
the  Table  and  to  which  such  a  channel 
has  not  been  assigned. 

(c)  Where  the  petitioner  seeks  the  as¬ 
signment  of  a  channel  other  than  a  non¬ 
commercial  educational  channel  to  a 
community  listed  in  the  Table  and  to 
which  such  a  channel  has  not  been 
assigned. 

§  3.610  Separations.  The  following 
provisions  relate  to  assignment  separa¬ 
tions  and  station  separations.  Petitions 
to  amend  the  Table  of  Assignments 
(other  than  those  also  expressly  request¬ 
ing  amendment  of  this  subpai-agraph) 
will  be  dismissed  and  all  applications  for 
new’  television  broadcast  stations  or  for 
changes  in  the  transmitter  sites  of  exist¬ 
ing  stations  w'ill  not  be  accepted  for  filing 
if  they  fail  to  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  specified  in  the  following  para- 
gi-aphs:  * 

(a)  Minimum  co-channel  assignment 
and  station  separations: 

(1) 


Zone 

Channels 

2-13 

1  Channels 
14-^3 

T . 

Mtlt$  • 
170 

MUt» 

vr, 

II . 

mi 

IT.I 

HI . 

2iii) 

21 15 

(i)  Zone  I  consists  of  that  portion  of 
the  United  States  located  within  the  con¬ 
fines  of  the  following  lines  drawn  on  the 
United  States  Albers  Equal  Area  Pro¬ 
jection  Map  (based  on  standard  par¬ 
allels  29^2°  and  45 ',2°;  North  American 
datum) :  Beginning  at  the  most  easterly 
point  on  the  State  boundary  line  between 
Nortli  Carolina  and  Virginia;  thence  in 
a  straight  line  to  a  point  at  the  junction 


*  Licensees  and  permittees  of  television 
broadcast  stations  which  were  ojjeratlng  on 
April  14,  1952  pursuant  to  one  or  more  sepa¬ 
rations  below  these  set  forth  in  §  3.610  m.'xy 
continue  to  so  operate,  but  In  no  event  may 
they  further  reduce  the  separations  below 
the  minimum.  As  the  existing  separations 
of  such  stations  are  increased,  the  new  sepa¬ 
rations  will  become  thar  required  minimum 
separations  until  separations  are  reached 
which  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
I  3.610.  Thereafter,  the  provisions  of  said 
section  shall  be  applicable. 


4060 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


of  the  Ohio,  Kentucky,  and  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  State  boundary  lines;  thence  west¬ 
erly  along  the  southern  boundary  lines 
of  the  States  of  Ohio,  Indiana  and  Illinois 
to  a  point  at  the  junction  of  the  Illinois, 
Kentucky  and  Missouri  State  boundary 
lines;  thence  northerly  along  the  west¬ 
ern  boundary  line  of  the  State  of  Illinois 
to  a  point  at  the  junction  of  the  Illinois, 
Iowa,  and  Wisconsin  State  boundary 
lines;  thence  easterly  along  the  northern 
State  boundary  line  of  Illinois  to  the  90th 
meridian;  thence  north  along  this  me¬ 
ridian  to  the  43.5’  parallel;  thence  east 
along  this  parallel  to  the  71st  meridian; 
thence  in  a  straight  line  to  the  intersec¬ 
tion  of  the  69th  meridian  and  the  45th 
parallel;  thence  east  along  the  45th 
parallel  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  When 
any  of  the  above  lines  pass  through  a 
city,  the  city  shall  be  considered  to  be 
located  in  Zone  I.  (See  Appendix  I, 
Figure  1.) 

(ii)  Zone  II  consists  of  that  portion  of 
the  United  States  which  is  not  located 
in  either  Zone  I  or  Zone  III,  and  Puerto 
Rico.  Alaska,  Hawaiian  Islands  and  the 
Virgin  Islands. 

(iii)  Zone  III  consists  of  that  portion 
of  the  United  States  located  south  of  a 
line,  drawn  on  the  United  States  Albers 
Equal  Area  Projection  Map  (based  on 
standard  parallels  29^2*  and  45*2''; 
North  American  datum),  beginning  at 
a  point  on  the  east  coast  of  Georgia  and 
the  31st  parallel  and  ending  at  the 
United  States-Mexican  border,  consist¬ 
ing  of  arcs  drawn  with  a  150  mile  radius 
to  the  north  from  the  following  specified 
points: 


Korlh 

latitude 

West 

longitude 

(a) . 

»*  40' 

83  *  24' 

0*1 . 

.30*  07' 

84*  12' 

(r) . 

30*  31' 

86*  30' 

(d) . 

.30*  4H' 

87  *  58'  30" 

(e) . 

30  *  23' 

90*  12' 

(0 . 

30*  m'  30" 

01*  in' 

(K> . 

2»*  4fi' 

95*  -05' 

(K) . 

2S*  43' 

90*  39'  30" 

0) . 

27  *  52'  30" 

97*  32' 

When  any  of  the  above  arcs  pass 
through  a  city,  the  city  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  legated  in  Zone  II.  (See 
Appendix  I,  Figure  2). 

(2)  The  minimum  co-channel  mileage 
separation  between  a  station  in  one  zone 
and  a  station  in  another  zone  shall  be 
that  of  the  zone  requiring  the  lower 
separation. 

(b)  Minimum  assignment  and  station 
adjacent  channel  separations  applicable 
to  all  zones: 

(1)  Channels  2-13  Channels  14-83 

60  miles  55  miles 

(2)  Due  to  the  frequency  spacing 
which  exists  between  Channels  4  and  5, 
between  Channels  6  and  7.  and  between 
Channels  13  and  14.  the  minimum  adja¬ 
cent  channel  separations  specified  above 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  these  pairs  of 
channels  (.see  8  3.603). 

(c)  In  addition  to  the  foregoing,  the 
following  minimum  assignment  and  sta¬ 
tion  separations  between  stations  on 
Channels  14-83,  inclusive,  must  be  met. 
in  either  rulemaking  proceedings  looking 
towards  the  amendment  of  the  Table  of 


Assignments  or  in  licensing  proceedings. 
No  channel  listed  in  column  (1)  will  be 
assigned  to  any  city,  and  no  application 
for  an  authorization  to  operate  on  such 
a  channel  will  be  granted  unless  the 


mileage  separations  indicated  at  the  top 
of  columns  (2) -(7),  inclusive,  are  met 
with  respect  to  each  of  the  channels 
listed  in  those  columns  and  parallel  with 
the  channel  in  column  ( 1 )  .* 


(1) 

Channel 

(2) 

20  miles 
(IF  beat) 

(3) 

20  miles  (Inter- 
modulation) 

(4) 

55  miles 
(adjacent 
channel) 

(5) 

60  miles 
(oseil- 
lator) 

(6) 

miles 

(.sound 

image) 

(7) 

75  miles 
(picture 
image) 

14 . 

22 

16-19 

15 

21 

28 

29 

15 . 

23 

17-20 

14, 16 

a2 

29 

31) 

16 . 

24 

14,  18-21 

1.5,  17 

23 

30 

31 

17 . 

2.5 

14-15,  19-22 

16,  18 

24 

31 

32 

18 . 

2tl 

14-16,  a>-23 

17,  19 

25 

32 

33 

19 . 

27 

14-17,  21-24 

18,  a) 

;« 

34 

at . 

28 

1.V18.  22-25 

19.  21 

27 

34 

33 

21 . . . 

29 

16-19,  23-2) 

a),  22 

28,  14 

3.5 

3)> 

22 . 

30,  14 

17-a).  24-27 

21.  23 

29.  15 

37 

23 . 

31,  15 

18-21,  25-28 

22,  24 

30,  16 

.37 

'M 

24 . 

32,  16 

19-22,  a)-29 

ai,  25 

31,  17 

38 

3/i 

25 . 

33,  17 

a  1-23,  27-;«) 

24,  ai 

32.  18 

;i9 

4i) 

ai . 

34,  18 

21-24,  28-31 

2.\  27 

3;i,  19 

40 

41 

27 . 

3.5,  19 

22-25,  -29-32 

ai,  28 

34,  ai 

41 

42 

28. . 

36.  20 

23-2),  30-33 

27,  -29 

35,  21 

42,  14 

43 

29 . 

37,  21 

24-27,  31-:34 

28,  30 

3t),  22 

43.  15 

44.  14 

30 . 

38,  22 

2.5-28,  3-2-.35 

a»,  31 

37.  23 

44.  16 

4.3, 1.3 

31 . 

39.  23 

a)-29. 

30,  32 

38.  24 

45,  17 

4*1, 16 

32 . 

40,  24 

27-;iO,  :34-37 

31,  ;i3 

39,  2S 

4<i.  18 

47.  17 

. 

41,  25 

28-31,  3.5-;« 

32,  :i4 

40,  26 

47,  19 

4s,  IS 

34 . 

42.  26 

29-32,  3t)-39 

3;i,  35 

41,  27 

48,  ai 

49.  19 

. . . 

43.  27 

30-3;i,  37-40 

34,  36 

42,  28 

49,  21 

56,  2U 

36 . ; . 

44,  28 

31-34,  .-18-41 

35,  37 

43.  '29 

.50,  22 

51,  21 

37 . 

4.5,  29 

3-2-.3.5.  .39-42 

.3t),  .18 

44,  30 

51,  '2.3 

.52,  22 

38 . . . 

46,  ;«) 

3;i-:it),  4<M.3 

37,  .19 

4.5,  31 

.52.  24 

53,23 

39 . 

47,  31 

.34-37,  41-44 

38,  40 

4t),  32 

.5:1,  '2.5 

54.  24 

40 . 

48.  32 

3.5-.-18,  42-4.5 

.39,  41 

47,  .« 

.54,  26 

55,25 

41 . 

49, ;« 

.36-.-19,  4^1-4*) 

40,  42 

48,  34 

.55.  27 

.5*).  '26 

42 . ± . 

50.  ;{4 

37-40,  44-47 

41,  43 

49.  .1.5 

.56,  28 

57,27 

4.3 . T. . 

51,  35 

;18-41,  4.5-48 

42.  44 

.50,  .16 

57,  29 

.58.  2S 

44 . 

52.  36 

39-42,  46-49 

4.1,  45 

51,  .37 

.58.  30 

.59,  29 

45 . 

.53,  37 

40-43,  47-.V) 

44,  46 

52,  .38 

59.  .31 

60,  31) 

46 . 

.54,  .38 

41-44,  48-51 

4.5,  47 

,5.3,  39 

60,  32 

61,  ;u 

47 . 

.5.5,  .39 

42-4.5,  49-.52 

46,  48 

.54,  40 

61,  .1.3 

62,  32 

48 . 

5»i,  40 

4.3-lt),  .50-.53 

47,  49 

5.5,  41 

62.  34 

<'■.3,  .33 

49 . 

57,  41 

44-47,  .51-.54 

48,  .50 

.5t),  42 

63,  .15 

64,34 

50 . 

58,  42 

4.5-48,  ,52-.5.5 

49,  51 

57,  4.3 

t’.4,  .16 

65,  .35 

61 . 

59.  43 

46-49,  ,5;i-,56 

.50.  .52 

.58.  44 

65,  37 

66,  .36 

.52 . 

60,  44 

47-.50,  .54-.57 

51,  .53 

59,  45 

66,  38 

67, 37 

53 . 

61.  45 

48-51,  55-58 

.52.  .54 

60,  4<> 

67,  .19 

f'i8,  .38 

54 . 

62,  46 

49-.52,  .5*-)-.59 

.53,  .55 

61,  47 

f')8.  40 

69,39 

55 . 

63,  47 

s*W)-sW,  57-4)() 

M  .VL 

AH 

66 . 

64|  48 

51 -.54;  .58-61 

.V5;  57 

63!  49 

70,  42 

71,41 

57 . 

65,  49 

52-.V5.  59-62 

.56,  .58 

64,  50 

71,  43 

72. 42 

58 . 

66,  .50 

.5.3-.56,  t-i0-61 

.57,  .59 

65.  51 

72,  44 

73,  43 

59 . 

67.  51 

.54-.57,  61-64 

58,  60 

6*),  .52 

73,  45 

74,  44 

60 . 

68,  .52 

5.5-.58,  62-<t5 

.59,  61 

67,  .5.3 

74,  46 

75,  45 

61 . 

69,  53 

.56-.59,  63-66 

60,  62 

68,  .54 

75,  47 

76,46 

62 . 

70,  54 

57-60,  64-67 

61,  63 

69,  5.5 

76,  48 

77.47 

63 . 

71,  .55 

.58-6)1,  65-68 

62,  64 

70,  .56 

77,  49 

78,48 

64 . 

72,  .56 

59-t)2,  66-419 

63,  65 

71,  .57 

78,  .50 

79. 49 

73,  57 

6(M)3,  67-70 

64,  66 

72,  .58 

79,  51 

80.  .50 

74,  .58 

61-»)4,  68-71 

65,  67 

73,  .59 

80,  52 

81.  .51 

67 . 

7.5,  .59 

62-6.5,  69-22 

66,  68 

74,60 

81,  .53 

82,  .52 

68 . 

76,  60 

61-4)6,  70-73 

67,  69 

75,  61 

82,  .54 

83.  53 

69 . 

77,61 

64-67,  71-74 

68,  70 

76,  62 

83,  .55 

54 

78,  62 

65-68,  22-7.5 

69,  71 

77.  63 

56 

55 

71 . 

79,  63 

66-69,  73-76 

70.  72 

78,  64 

57 

56 

80,  64 

67-70.  74-77 

71,  73 

79,  65 

58 

57 

73 . 

81,  65 

68-71,  7.5-78 

*  72,  74 

80,  66 

69 

.58 

74 . 

82,  66 

69-72,  76-79 

73.  75 

81.  67 

60 

.59 

75 . 

83,67 

70-73,  77-80 

74,  76 

82,  t>8 

61 

60 

76 . 

68 

71-74,  78-81 

75,  77 

83,69 

62 

61 

77 . 

69 

72-7.5,  79-82 

76,  78 

70 

63 

62 

78 . 

70 

73-76,  80-8.1 

77,  79 

71 

64 

63 

79 . 

71 

74-77,  81-83 

78,  80 

72 

6.5 

64 

80 . 

72 

75-78,  82-8.3 

79,  81 

73 

66 

65 

81 . 

73 

76-79. 61 

80.  82 

74 

H7 

66 

82 . 

74 

77-80 

81,  8;i 

75 

68 

67 

83 . 

75 

78-81 

82 

76 

(')9 

68 

§  3.611  Reference  points  and  distance 
computations,  (a)  In  considering  peti¬ 
tions  to  amend  the  Table  of  Assignments, 
the  following  reference  points  shall  be 
used  by  the  Commission  in  determining 
assignment  separations  between  com¬ 
munities: 

(1)  Where  transmitter  sites  for  the 
pertinent  channels  have  been  authorized 
in  communities  involved  in  a  petition  to 
amend  the  Table  of  Assignments,  sep¬ 
arations  between  such  communities  shall 
be  determined  by  the  distance  between 
the  c(X)rdinates  of  the  authorized  trans¬ 
mitter  sites  in  the  respective  communities 
as  set  forth  in  the  Commission's  author¬ 
izations  therefor, 

(2>  Where  an  authorized  transmitter 
site  is  available  for  use  as  a  reference 


point  in  one  community  but  not  in  the 
other  for  the  pertinent  channels,  separa¬ 
tions  shall  be  determined  by' the  distance 
between  the  coordinates  of  the  trans¬ 
mitter  site  as  set  forth  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion's  authorization  therefor  and  the  co¬ 
ordinates  of  the  other  community  as  set 
forth  in  the  publication  of  the  United 
States  Department  of  Commerce  entitled 
"Air  Line  Distances  Between  Cities  in 


•  The  parenthetical  reference  beneath  the 
mileage  figures  In  columns  2  and  7,  Inclusive, 
Indicate,  In  abbreviated  form,  the  bases  for 
the  required  mileage  separations.  For  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  these  bases,  see  the  “Sixth  Report 
and  Order”  of  the  Commission  (FCC  52-294). 
The  hyphenated  numbers  listed  In  coluniu 
(3)  are  both  Inclusive. 
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the  United  States.”  If  said  publication 
docs  not  contain  the  coordinates  for  said 
other  community,  the  coordinates  of  the 
main  post  oflBce  thereof  shall  be  used. 

(3)  Where  no  authorized  transmitter 
sites  are  available  for  use  as  reference 
points  in  both  communities  for  the  perti¬ 
nent  channels,  the  distance  between  the 
two  communities  listed  in  the  above  pub¬ 
lication  shall  be  used.  If  said  publica¬ 
tion  does  not  contain  such  distance,  the 
separation  between  the  two  communities 
shall  be  determined  by  the  distance  be¬ 
tween  the  coordinates  thereof  as  set  forth 
in  said  publication.  Where  such  coor¬ 
dinates  are  not  contained  in  said  pub¬ 
lication,  the  coordinates  of  the  main  post 
offices  of  said  communities  shall  be  used. 

(b)  Station  separations  in  licensing 
proceedings  shall  be  determined  by  the 
distance  between  the  coordinates  of  the 
proposed  transmitter  site  in  one  com¬ 
munity  and 

(1)  The  coordinates  of  an  authorized 
transmitter  site  for  the  pertinent  channel 
in  the  other  community;  or,  where  such 
transmitter  site  is  not  available  for  use 
as  a  reference  point, 

(2)  The  coordinates  of  the  other  com¬ 
munity  as  set  forth  in  the  above-de¬ 
scribed  publication  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Commerce;  or,  if  not  con¬ 
tained  therein, 

(3)  The  coordinates  of  the  main  post 
office  of  such  other  community. 

( 4 )  In  addition,  where  there  are  pend¬ 
ing  applications  in  other  communities 
which,  if  granted,  would  have  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  determining  station  separa¬ 
tions,  the  coordinates  of  the  transmitter 
sites  proposed  in  such  applications  must 
be  used  to  determine  whether  the  re¬ 
quirements  with  respect  to  minimum  sep¬ 
arations  between  the  proposed  stations 
in  the  respective  cities  have  been  met. 

(c)  In  measuring  assignment  and  sta¬ 
tion  separations  involving  cities  listed  in 
the  Table  in  combination,  where  there 
is  no  authorized  transmitter  site  in  any 
of  the  combination  cities  on  the  channel 
involved,  separation  measurements  shall 
bo  made  from  the  reference  point  which 
will  result  in  the  lowest  separation. 

(d)  The  distance  between  reference 
points  is  considered  to  be  the  length  of 
the  hypotenuse  of  a  right  triangle,  one 
side  of  which  is  the  difference  in  latitude 
of  the  reference  points  and  the  other 
side  the  difference  in  longitude  of  the 
two  reference  points,  and  shall  be  com¬ 
puted  as  foUow’s:  * 

(1)  Determine  the  difference  in  lati¬ 
tude  and  the  difference  in  longitude 
between  the  two  reference  points.  Con¬ 
vert  these  two  differences  into  degrees 
and  decimal  parts  of  a  degree  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  Appendix  II,  Table  I. 

<2)  Determine  the  middle  latitude  of 
the  two  reference  points  to  the  nearest 
second  of  latitude  (average  the  latitudes 
of  the  tw'o  points). 


*  This  method  is  appropriate  for  determin¬ 
ing  distances  up  to  220  miles,  and  for  such 
distances  will  normally  be  more  accurate 
than  using  spherical  trigonometry  with¬ 
out  correction  for  the  spheroidal  shape  of 
the  earth.  However,  its  accuracy  deteri¬ 
orates  rapidly  at  distances  beyond  300  miles 
and  this  method  should  not  be  used  to  com¬ 
pute  greater  distances. 


(3)  Multiply  the  difference  In  latitude 
by  the  number  of  miles  per  degree  of  lati¬ 
tude  difference  obtained  from  Table  II  of 
Appendix  II  for  the  appropriate  middle 
latitude  (interpolate  linearly).’*  This 
determines  the  North-South  distance  in 
statute  miles. 

(4)  Multiply  the  difference  in  longi¬ 
tude  by  the  number  of  miles  per  degree  of 
longitude  difference  obtained  from  Table 
III  of  Appendix  II,  for  the  appropriate 
middle  latitude  (intei*polate  linearly). 
This  determines  the  East-West  distance 
in  statute  miles. 

(5)  Determine  the  distance  between 
the  two  reference  points  by  the  square 
root  of  the  sum  of  the  squares  of  the 
distances  obtained  in  subparagraphs  (3) 
and  (4)  of  this  paragraph,  i.  e. 

i)=(V+V)«/» 

Where : 

D  r:  Distance  In  statute  miles 

Lg=; North-South  distance  In  miles  from 
(3)  above 

1-0= East- West  distance  in  miles  from  (4) 
above 

In  computing  the  above,  sufficient  deci¬ 
mal  figures  shall  be  used  to  determine  the 
distance  to  the  nearest  mile. 

§  3.612  Protection  from  interference. 
Permittees  and  licensees  of  television 
broadcast  stations  are  not  protected 
from  any  interference  which  may  be 
caused  by  the  grant  of  a  new  station  or 
of  authority  to  modify  the  facilities  cf 
an  existing  station  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart.  The  na¬ 
ture  and  extent  of  the  protection  from 
interference  accorded  to  television 
broadcast  stations  is  limited  solely  to  the 
protection  which  results  from  the  mini¬ 
mum  assignment  and  station  separation 
requirements  and  the  rules  with  respect 
to  maximum  powers  and  antenna  heights 
set  forth  in  this  subpart.® 

§  3.613  Main  studio  location,  (a) 
The  main  studio  of  a  television  broad¬ 
cast  station  shall  be  located  in  the  prin¬ 
cipal  community  to  be  served. 

(b)  In  cases  where  a  showing  is  made 
that,  due  to  the  existence  of  unusual 
circumstances,  compliance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  above  subparagraph  will 


’  Tables  II  and  III  of  Appendix  II  were  com¬ 
puted  from  Clarke’s  Reference  Spheroid  of 
1866. 

»In  determining  necessary  distance  com¬ 
putations  for  the  Territories,  the  appropriate 
mileage  per  degree  may  be  obtained  by  linear 
Interpolation  of  the  data  given  on  pages  122 
and  123  of  the  tables  in  publication  H.  O. 
No.  9  (Bowdltch- American  Practical  Navi¬ 
gator — 1943  Edition)  of  the  U.  8.  Navy  Dept., 
Hydrographic  Office.  This  publication  may 
be  purchased  from  the  Government  Printing 
Office.  Washington,  D.  C. 

*  The  nature  and  extent  of  the  protection 
from  interference  accorded  to  television 
broadcast  stations  which  were  authorized 
prior  to  April  14,  1952,  and  which  were  oper¬ 
ating  on  said  date  is  limited  not  only  as 
specified  above  but  is  further  limited  by  any 
smaller  separations  existing  between  such 
stations  on  said  date.  Where,  as  a  result 
of  the  adoption  of  the  Table  of  Assignments, 
or  of  changes  in  transmitter  sites  made  by 
such  stations  after  said  date,  separations 
smaller  than  the  required  minimum  are  in¬ 
creased  but  still  remain  lower  than  the  re¬ 
quired  minimum,  protection  accorded  such 
stations  will  be  limited  to  the  new  separa¬ 
tions. 


result  In  severe  and  undue  hardship, 
the  Commission  will  give  consideration 
to  the  use  of  a  main  studio  location  other 
than  that  specified  above.  The  licensee 
or  permittee  of  a  television  broadcast 
station  shall  not  move  his  main  studio 
outside  the  borders  of  the  community  in 
which  it  is  located  without  first  securing 
a  modification  of  construction  permit  or 
license.  Such  licensee  or  permittee  shall 
notify  the  Commission  promptly  of  any 
change  in  the  location  of  the  main  studio 
within  the  community. 

§  3.614  Power  and  antenna  height 
requirements — (a)  Minimum  require¬ 
ments.  Applications  filed  for  television 
broadcast  stations  in  cities  in  the  popula¬ 
tion  groupings  set  forth  below  will  not 
be  accept^  for  filing  if  they  fail  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  following  requirements  as 
to  power  at  the  specified  antenna  heights 
above  average  terrain; 


I’optilation  of  city 
(cxchuli's  a<liao'iit 
areas)  (IVSU  census) 

Minimum  effective  radiated 
{.iimer  in  (it)  above  1  kilowatt 
(dbk.)  for  the  antenna  beiRlit 
shown 

1.00(1, (100  and  aliove... 

2.’i<M)0O-i;00lM)00 . 

.“imioo  2.vi.imo . 

T7  dhk.  (.Kt  kw. 1/500  ft.  antenna. 
10  dhk.  (10  kw.V.'flo  ft.  antenna. 
.3  dbk.  (2  k.w.)/5ij0  ft.  antenna. 

0  dbk.  (1  kw  .)/300  ft.  antenna. 

No  minimum  antenna  height  is  specified. 
Where  antenna  heights  differ  from 
those  listed  above,  the  Grade  A  field  in¬ 
tensity  coverage  shall  not  be  less  than 
that  resulting  from  the  use  of  the  mini¬ 
mum  powers  with  the  antenna  heights 
shown  above.  Equivalent  coverage  shall 
be  based  on  the  chart  designed  as  Appen¬ 
dix  III,  Figure  1;  however,  the  effective 
radiated  power  may  not  exceed  the  fig¬ 
ures  specified  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section.  In  no  event  shall  less  than  0 
dbk  effective  radiated  power  be  author¬ 
ized  for  any  station. 

(b)  Maximum  power.  Except  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  subparagraph  (1)  of  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  maximum  effective  radiated 
powers  of  television  broadcast  stations 
operating  on  the  channels  set  forth  be¬ 
low  W’ith  antenna  heights  not  in  excess 
of  2.000  feet  above  average  terrain  shall 
be  as  follows: 


Maximum  elleciixe 

Channel  Nos. 

1  radwted  power  in 

1  »)b.  alHive  one  kike 

1  Watt  (dbk.) 

2-fi . 

2f(dhk.  (too  kw.). 

T-i;t  . 1 

2.5 dl)k.  (310  kw .). 

14  S3 . 

30  dbk.  (loot)  k;v.). 

(1)  In  Zone  I.  on  Channels  2-13,  in¬ 
clusive,  the  maximum  powers  specified 
above  for  these  channels  mry  be  used 
only  with  antenna  heights  not  in  excess 
of  1,000  feet  above  average  terrain. 
Where  antenna  heights  exceeding  l.OCO 
feet  above  average  terrain  are  used  on 
Channels  2-13,  or  antenna  heights  ex¬ 
ceeding  2,000  feet  above  average  terrain 
are  used  on  Channels  14-83,  the  maxi¬ 
mum  power  shall  be  based  on  the  chart 
designated  as  Appendix  III.  Figure  2a. 

(2)  In  Zones  II  and  III,  the  maximum 
powers  which  may  be  used  by  television 
broadcast  stations  operating  on  the  re¬ 
spective  channels  set  forth  in  the  above 
table  with  antenna  heights  exceeding 
2,000  feet  above  average  terrain  shail  be 
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based  on  the  chart  designated  as  Appen¬ 
dix  III,  Figure  2b. 

Applications  and  Authorizations 

§  3.621  Noncommercial  educational 
stations.  In  addition  to  the  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subpart,  the  following 
shall  be  applicable  to  noncommercial 
educational  television  broadcast  sta¬ 
tions: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 

(c)  of  this  section,  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  broadcast  stations  will  be 
licensed  only  to  nonprofit  educational 
organizations  upon  a  showing  that  the 
proposed  stations  will  be  used  primarily 
to  serve  the  educational  needs  of  the 
community:  for  the  advancement  of 
educational  programs;  and  to  furnish  a 
nonprofit  and  noncommercial  television 
broadcast  service. 

(1)  In  determining  the  eligibility  of 
publicly  supported  educational  organiza¬ 
tions.  the  accreditation  of  their  respec¬ 
tive  state  departments  of  education  shall 
be  taken  into  consideration. 

(2)  In  determining  the  eligibility  of 
privately  controlled  educational  organi¬ 
zations,  the  accreditation  of  state  de¬ 
partments  of  education  or  recognized 
regional  and  national  educational  ac¬ 
crediting  organizations  shall  be  taken 
into  consideration. 

(b)  Where  a  municipality  or  other 
political  subdivision  has  no  independ¬ 
ently  constituted  educational  organiza¬ 
tion  such  as,  for  example,  a  board  of 
education  having  autonomy  with  respect 
to  carrying  out  the  municipality's  educa¬ 
tional  program,  such  municipality  shall 
be  eligible  for  a  noncommercial  educa¬ 
tional  television  broadcast  station.  In 
such  circumstances,  a  full  and  detailed 
showing  must  be  made  that  a  grant  of 
the  application  will  be  consistent  with 
the  Intent  and  purpose  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion's  Rules  relating  to  such  stations. 

(c>  Noncommercial  educational  tele¬ 
vision  broadcast  stations  may  transmit 
educational,  cultural  and  entertainment 
programs,  and  programs  designed  for 
use  by  schools  and  school  systems  in  con¬ 
nection  with  regular  school  courses,  as 
well  as  routine  and  administrative  ma¬ 
terial  pertaining  thereto. 

(d)  An  educational  station  may  not 
broadcast  programs  for  which  a  con¬ 
sideration  is  received,  except  programs 
produced  by  or  at  the  expense  of  or  fur¬ 
nished  by  others  than  the  licensee  for 
which  no  other  consideration  than  the 
furnishing  of  the  program  is  received 
by  the  license.  The  payment  of  line 
charges  by  another  station  or  network 
shall  not  be  considered  as  being  pro¬ 
hibited  by  this  paragraph. 

(e)  To  the  extent  applicable  to  pro¬ 
grams  broadcast  by  a  noncommercial 
educational  station  produced  by  or  at 
the  expense  of  or  furnished  by  others 
than  the  licensee  of  said  station,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  JS  3.654  relating  to  announce¬ 
ments  regarding  sponsored  programs 
shall  be  applicable,  except  that  no  an¬ 
nouncements  (visual  or  aural)  promot¬ 
ing  the  sale  of  a  product  or  service  shall 
be  transmitted  In  connection  with  any 
program;  provided,  however,  that  where 
a  sponsor's  name  or  product  appears  on 
the  visual  image  during  the  course  of  a 
simultaneous  or  rebroadcast  program 


either  on  the  backdrop  or  In  similar 
form,  the  portions  of  the  program  show¬ 
ing  such  information  need  not  be  deleted. 

5  3.622  Applications  for  television  sta~ 
ti07is.  Applications  for  new  stations  or 
for  modifications  of  existing  authoriza¬ 
tions  shall  be  filed  on  FCC  Form  301; 
for  licenses,  on  FCC  Form  302;  for  re¬ 
newal  of  licenses,  on  FCC  Form  303. 
Separate  applications  shall  be  filed  by 
each  applicant  for  the  voluntary  sharing 
of  television  channels.  Such  applica¬ 
tions  shall  be  accompanied  by  copies  of 
the  time-sharing  agreements  under 
which  the  applicants  propose  to  operate. 

?  3.623  Full  disclosures.  Applica¬ 
tions  shall  contain  full  and  complete  dis¬ 
closures  with  regard  to  the  real  party  or 
parties  in  interest,  and  their  legal,  tech¬ 
nical,  financial,  and  other  qualifications, 
and  as  to  all  matters  and  things  required 
to  be  disclosed  thereby. 

S  3.624  Repetitious  applications,  (a) 
Where  an  applicant  has  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  be  heard  with  respect 
to  a  particular  application  for  a  new 
television  broadcast  station,  or  for 
change  of  existing  service  or  facilities, 
and  the  Commission  has.  after  hearing 
or  default,  denied  the  application  or  dis¬ 
missed  it  with  prejudice,  the  Commission 
will  not  consider  another  application  for 
a  station  of  the  same  class  to  serve  in 
whole  or  in  part  the  same  area,  by  the 
same  applicant  or  by  his  successor  or 
assignee,  or  on  behalf  of  or  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  original  parties  in  interest, 
until  after  the  lapse  of  12  months  from 
the  effective  date  of  the  Commission's 
order. 

(b)  Where  an  appeal  has  been  taken 
from  the  action  of  the  Commission  in 
denying  a  particular  application,  another 
application  for  the  same  class  of  broad¬ 
cast  station  and  for  the  same  area,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  filed  by  the  same  ap¬ 
plicant  or  by  his  successor  or  asignee,  or 
on  behalf  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  original 
parties  in  interest,  will  not  be  considered 
until  the  final  disposition  of  such  appeal. 

§  3.625  Installation  o  f  apparatus. 
Applications  for  construction  permits  or 
modification  thereof  involving  the  in¬ 
stallation  of  new  transmitting  apparatus 
should  be  filed  at  least  60  days  prior  to 
the  contemplated  installation. 

5  3.626  Period  of  construction.  Each 
construction  permit  will  specify  a  max¬ 
imum  of  60  days  from  the  date  of  grant¬ 
ing  thereof  as  the  time  w'ithin  w'hich 
construction  of  the  station  shall  begin, 
and  a  maximum  of  6  months  thereafter 
as  the  time  within  which  construction 
shall  be  completed  and  the  station  ready 
for  operation,  unless  otherwise  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Commission  upon  proper 
showing  in  any  particular  case. 

§  3.627  Forfeiture  of  construction 
permits;  extension  of  time,  (a)  A  con¬ 
struction  permit  shall  be  automatically 
forfeited  if  the  station  is  not  ready  for 
operation  within  the  time  specified 
therein  or  within  such  further  time  as 
the  Commission  may  have  allowed  for 
completion,  and  a  notation  of  the  for¬ 
feiture  of  any  construction  permit  under 
this  provision  w  ill  be  placed  in  the  rec¬ 


ords  of  the  Commission  as  of  the  expira¬ 
tion  date. 

(b)  An  application  (FCC  Form  No. 
701)  for  extension  of  time  wdthin  whicli 
to  construct  a  station  shall  be  filed  at 
least  30  days  prior  to  the  expiration  date 
of  such  permit  if  the  facts  supporting 
such  application  for  extension  are  known 
to  the  applicant  in  time  to  permit  such 
filing.  In  other  cases,  such  applications 
will  be  accepted  upon  a  showing  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Commission  of  sufficient 
reasons  for  filing  within  less  than  30 
days  prior  to  the  expiration  date.  Such 
applications  will  be  granted  upon  a  spe¬ 
cific  and  detailed  showing  that  the  fail¬ 
ure  to  complete  was  due  to  causes  not 
under  the  control  of  the  grantee,  or  upon 
a  specific  and  detailed  showing  of  other 
matters  sufficient  to  justify  the  exten¬ 
sion. 

(c)  If  a  construction  permit  has  been 
allowed  to  expire  for  any  reason,  appli¬ 
cation  may  be  made  for  a  new  permit 
on  FCC  Form  321,  “Application  for  Con¬ 
struction  Permit  to  Replace  Expired 
Permit." 

§  3.628  Equipment  tests,  (a)  During 
the  process  of  construction  of  a  televi¬ 
sion  broadcast  station,  the  permittee, 
after  notifying  the  Commission  and  En¬ 
gineer  in  Charge  of  the  radio  district  in 
which  the  station  is  located  may,  with¬ 
out  further  authority  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  conduct  equipment  tests  for  the 
purpose  of  such  adjustments  and  meas¬ 
urements  as  may  be  necessary  to  assure 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  con¬ 
struction  permit,  the  technical  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  application  therefor,  and  the 
rules  and  regulations. 

(b)  The  Commission  may  notify  the 
permittee  to  conduct  no  tests  or  may 
cancel,  suspend,  or  change  the  date  for 
the  beginning  of  equipment  tests  as  and 
when  such  action  may  appear  to  be  iij. 
the  public  interest,  convenience,  and 
necessity. 

(c)  Equipment  tests  may  be  continued 
so  long  as  the  construction  permit  shall 
remain  valid. 

(d)  Inspection  of  a  station  will  ordi¬ 
narily  be  required  during  the  equipment 
test  period  and  before  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  program  tests.  After  construc¬ 
tion  and  after  adjustments  and  measure¬ 
ments  have  been  completed  to  show 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  con¬ 
struction  permit,  the  technical  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  application  therefor,  and 
the  rules  and  regulations,  the  permittee 
should  notify  the  Engineer  in  Charge  of 
the  radio  district  in  which  the  station  is 
located  that  it  is  ready  for  inspection. 

(e)  The  authorization  for  tests  em¬ 
bodied  in  this  section  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  as  constituting  a  license  to  oper¬ 
ate  but  as  a  necessary  part  of  construc¬ 
tion. 

8  3.629  Program  tests,  (a)  Upon  com¬ 
pletion  of  construction  of  a  television 
broadcast  station  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  construction  permit,  the 
technical  provisions  of  the  application 
therefor,  and  the  rules  and  regulations, 
and  when  an  application  for  station  li¬ 
cense  has  been  filed  showing  the  station 
to  be  in  satisfactory  operating  condi- 
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tlon,’*  the  permittee  may  request  author¬ 
ity  to  conduct  program  tests:  Provided, 
That  such  request  shall  be  filed  with  the 
Commission  at  least  ten  (10)  days  prior 
to  the  date  on  which  rt  is  desired  to  begin 
such  operation  and  that  the  Engineer  in 
Charge  of  the  radio  district  in  which  the 
station  is  located  is  notified. 

(b)  Piogram  tests  shall  not  commence 
until  specific  Commission  authority  is 
received.  The  Commission  reserves  the 
right  to  change  the  date  of  the  beginning 
of  such  tests  or  to  suspend  or  revoke  the 
authority  for  program  tests  as  and  when 
such  action  may  appear  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  convenience,  and  neces¬ 
sity. 

(c)  Unless  sooner  suspended  or  re¬ 
voked,  the  program  test  authority  con¬ 
tinues  valid  during  Commission  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  application  for  license 
and  during  this  period  further  extension 
of  the  construction  permit  is  not  re¬ 
quired.  Program  test  authority  shall  be 
automatically  terminated  by  final  deter¬ 
mination  upon  the  application  for  sta¬ 
tion  license. 

(d)  All  operation  under  program  test 
authority  shall  be  in  strict  compliance 
with  the  rules  governing  television 
broadcast  stations  and  in  strict  accord¬ 
ance  with  representations  made  in  the 
application  for  license  pursuant  to  which 
the  tests  were  authorized. 

(e)  The  granting  of  program  test  au¬ 
thority  shall  not  be  construed  as  approval 
by  the  Commission  of  the  application  for 
station  license. 

§  3.630  Normal  license  period,  (a) 
All  television  broadcast  station  licenses 
will  be  issued  for  a  normal  license  period 
of  1  year.  Licenses  will  be  issued  to 
expire  at  the  hour  of  3:00  a.  m.,  eastern 
standard  time,  in  accordance  with  the 
following  schedule  and  at  1  year  intervals 
thereafter.^ 

(1)  For  stations  located  in  Delaware, 
Pennsylvania,  Tennessee,  Kentucky,  In¬ 
diana  and  Texas,  August  1,  1951. 

(2)  For  stations  located  In  Maryland, 
District  of  Columbia,  Virginia,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  Ohio,  Michigan,  Wyoming,  Ne¬ 
vada,  Arizona,  Utah,  New  Mexico  and 
Idaho,  October  1,  1951. 


’*A11  data  necessary  to  show  compliance 
with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  con¬ 
struction  permit  must  be  filed  with  the 
license  application. 

‘'Renewals  of  licenses  will  be  gptmted  for 
the  period  specified  in  the  rule:  Provided, 
however,  That  if  as  a  resiUt  of  the  transition 
from  the  present  schedule  to  the  proposed 
schedule  the  period  for  which  a  license  is 
renewed  is  4  months  or  less,  the  licensee  may 
within  30  days  of  the  expiration  date  of  such 
renewed  license  file,  in  lieu  of  renewal  appli¬ 
cation  (PCC  Form  303),  a  written  application 
Under  oath  for  the  next  renewal  of  license 
which  shall  consist  of  (1)  a  request  that  its 
license  be  renewed  and  (2)  a  statement  that 
no  substantial  changes  have  been  made  in 
its  operations  or  in  its  plans  for  future  opera¬ 
tions  since  its  last  renewal  application;  or 
if  changes  have  been  made  or  proposed,  a 
statement  specifying  such  changes.  Upon 
review  of  such  statement,  the  Commission 
may  grant  a  renewal  of  license  for  the  full 
period  provided  for  in  the  rule;  or,  if  the 
Commission  requires  additional  information, 
it  may  require  the  filing  of  renewal  applica¬ 
tion  (PCC  Form  303). 


(3)  For  stations  located  in  North  Car¬ 
olina,  South  Carolina,  Illinois.  Wisconsin 
and  California,  December  1.  1951. 

(4)  For  stations  located  in  Florida, 
Puerto  Rico.  Virgin  Islands,  Iowa,  Mis¬ 
souri,  Washington.  Oregon.  Alaska  and 
Hawaii,  February  1,  1952, 

(5)  For  stations  located  In  Alabama, 
Georgia,  Minnesota,  North  Dakota, 
South  Dakota,  Montana,  Colorado,  Con¬ 
necticut,  Maine,  Massachusetts.  New 
Hampshire.  Rhode  Island  and  Vermont, 
April  1,  1952. 

(6)  For  stations  located  in  Arkansas, 
Louisiana,  Mississippi,  Kansas.  Okla¬ 
homa,  Nebraska,  New  Jersey  and  New 
York,  June  1,  1952. 

S  3.631  Renewal  of  license,  (a)  Un¬ 
less  otherwise  direct^  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  each  application  for  renewal  of  a 
television  station  license  shall  be  filed 
at  least  90  days  prior  to  the  expiration 
date  of  the  license  sought  to  be  renewed 
(FCC  Form  No.  303).  No  application 
for  renewal  of  a  television  broadcast  sta¬ 
tion  will  be  considered  unless  there  is 
on  file  with  the  Commission  the  infor¬ 
mation  currently  required  by  §§  1.341- 
1.344  of  this  chapter,  reference  to  which 
by  date  and  file  number  shall  be  included 
in  the  application. 

(b)  Whenever  the  Commission  re¬ 
gards  an  application  for  a  renewal  of  a 
television  station  license  as  essential  to 
the  proper  conduct  of  a  hearing  or  in¬ 
vestigation,  and  specifically  directs  that 
it  be  filed  by  a  certain  date,  such  appli¬ 
cation  shall  be  filed  within  the  time  thus 
specified.  If  the  licensee  falls  to  file 
such  application  within  the  prescribed 
time,  the  hearing  or  investigation  shall 
proceed  as  if  such  renewal  application 
had  been  received. 

§  3.632  Temporary  extension  of  sta¬ 
tion  licenses.  Where  there  is  pending 
before  the  Commission  any  application. 
Investigation,  or  proceeding  which,  after 
hearing,  might  lead  to  or  make  necessary 
the  modification  of,  revocation  of,  or  the 
refusal  to  renew  an  existing  television 
license,  the  Commission  may,  in  its  dis¬ 
cretion,  grant  a  temporary  extension  of 
such  license:  Provided,  however.  That  no 
such  temporary  extension  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  a  finding  by  the  Commission 
that  the  operation  of  any  television  sta¬ 
tion  thereunder  will  serve  public  inter¬ 
est,  convenience,  and  necessity  beyond 
the  express  terms  of  such  temporary 
extension  of  license:  And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  such  temporary  extension  of 
license  will  in  nowise  affect  or  limit 
the  action  of  the  Commission  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  pending  application  or 
proceeding. 

§  3.633  License,  simultaneous  modifi¬ 
cation  and  renewal.  When  an  applica¬ 
tion  is  granted  by  the  Commission 
necessitating  the  issuance  of  a  modified 
license  less  than  60  days  prior  to  the 
expiration  date  of  the  license  sought  to 
be  modified,  and  an  application  for  re¬ 
newal  of  said  license  is  granted  subse¬ 
quent  or  prior  thereto  (but  within  30 
days  of  expiration  of  the  present  license) , 
the  modified  license  as  well  as  the  re¬ 
newal  license  shall  be  issued  to  conform 
to  the  combined  action  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion. 


S  3.634  Assignment  or  transfer  of 
control — (a)  Voluntary.  Application 
for  consent  to  voluntary  assignment  of  a 
television  station  construction  permit 
or  license  or  for  consent  to  voluntary 
transfer  of  control  of  a  corporation  hold¬ 
ing  a  television  station  construction  per¬ 
mit  or  license  shall  be  filed  with  the 
Commission  on  FCC  Form  No.  314  (As¬ 
signment  of  License) ,  PCC  Form  No.  315 
(Transfer  of  Control)  or  FCC  Form  No. 
316  (Short  Form)  at  least  60  days  prior 
to  the  contemplated  effective  date  of 
assignment  or  transfer  of  control. 

(b)  Pro  forma.  Assignment  or  trans¬ 
fer  application  shall  be  filed  on  FCC 
Form  316  where: 

(1)  There  is  an  assignment  from  an 
individual  or  individuals  (includi^ 
partnerships)  to  a  corporation  ow«^ 
and  controlled  by  such  individuals  or 
partnerships  without  any  substantial 
change  in  their  relative  interests; 

(2)  There  is  an  assignment  from  a 
corporation  to  Its  Individual  stockhold¬ 
ers  without  effecting  any  substantial 
change  In  the  disposition  of  their 
interests ; 

(3)  There  is  an  assignment  or  trans¬ 
fer  by  which  certain  partners  or  stock¬ 
holders  retire  but  no  new  ones  are 
brought  in,  provided  that  the  interest 
transferred  Is  not  a  controlling  one; 

(4)  There  is  a  corporate  reorganiza¬ 
tion  which  involves  no  substantial 
change  in  the  beneficial  ownership  of 
the  corporation; 

(5)  There  is  an  Involuntary  transfer 
to  an  Executor,  Administrator  or  other 
court  appointed  officer  caused  by  death 
or  legal  disability,  except  that  this  form 
does  not  cover  assignments  (or  trans¬ 
fers)  from  the  Executor,  Administrator 
or  other  court  appointed  officers  to  the 
ultimate  beneficiary; 

(6)  There  is  an  assignment  or  trans¬ 
fer  from  a  corporation  to  a  wholly  owned 
subsidiary  thereof  or  vice  veraa,  or  where 
there  is  an  assignment  from  a  corpora¬ 
tion  to  a  corporation  owned  or  controlled 
by  the  assignor  stockholders  without 
substantial  change  in  their  interests; 

(7)  There  is  an  assignment  of  less 
than  a  controlling  interest  in  a  part¬ 
nership. 

(c)  Involuntary.  In  the  event  of  the 
death  or  legal  disability  of  a  permittee 
or  licensee,  or  a  member  of  a  partner¬ 
ship,  or  a  person  directly  or  indirectly  in 
control  of  a  corporation,  which  is  a  per¬ 
mittee  or  licensee : 

(1)  The  Commission  shall  be  notified 
in  writing  promptly  of  the  occurrence  of 
such  death  or  legal  disability,  and 

(2)  Within  30  days  after  the  occur¬ 
rence  of  such  death  or  legal  disability, 
application  on  FCC  Form  No.  316  shall 
be  filed  for  consent  to  involuntary  trans¬ 
fer  of  control  of  such  corporation  to  a 
person  or  entity  qualified  to  succeed  to 
the  foregoing  interests  under  the  laws 
of  the  place  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
estate  involved. 

§  3.635  Use  of  common  antenna  site. 
No  television  license  or  renewal  of  a 
television  license  will  be  granted  to  any 
person  who  owns,  leases,  or  controls  a 
particular  site  which  is  peculiarly  suit¬ 
able  for  television  broadcasting  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  area  and  (a)  which  is  not  avail- 
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able  for  use  by  other  television  licensees; 
and  (b)  no  other  comparable  site  is 
available  in  the  area;  and  (c)  where  the 
exclusive  use  of  such  site  by  the  appli* 
cant  or  licensee  w'ould  unduly  limit  the 
number  of  television  stations  that  can  be 
authorized  in  a  particular  area  or  would 
unduly  restrict  competition  among  tele¬ 
vision  stations. 

§  3.636  Multiple  ownership,  (a)  No 
person  (including  all  persons  under 
common  control)  ”  shall,  directly  or  in¬ 
directly,  own,  operate,  or  control  more 
than  one  television  broadcast  station 
that  would  serve  substantially  the  same 
area  as  another  television  broadcast 
station  owned,  operated,  or  controlled 
by  such  person. 

(b)  No  person  (including  all  persons 
under  common  control)  shall,  directly  or 
indirectly,  own,  operate,  or  control  more 
than  one  television  broadcast  station, 
except  upon  a  showing  (1)  that  such 
ownership,  operation,  or  control  would 
foster  competition  among  television 
broadcast  stations  or  provide  a  television 
broadcasting  service  distinct  and  sepa¬ 
rate  from  existing  services,  and  (2)  that 
such  ownership,  operation,  or  control 
would  not  result  in  the  concentration  of 
control  of  television  broadcasting  facil¬ 
ities  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  pub¬ 
lic  interest,  convenience,  or  necessity: 
Provided,  however.  That  the  Commission 
will  consider  the  ownership,  operation, 
or  control  of  more  than  five  television 
broadcast  stations  to  constitute  the  con¬ 
centration  of  control  of  television  broad¬ 
casting  facilities  in  a  manner  incon¬ 
sistent  wdth  public  interest,  convenience, 
or  necessity. 

(c)  Paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this 
section  are  not  applicable  to  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  stations. 

§  3.637  Alternate  main  transmitters. 
The  licensee  of  a  television  broadcast  sta¬ 
tion  may  be  licensed  for  alternate  main 
transmitters  provided  that  a  technical 
need  for  such  alternate  transmitters  is 
shown  and  that  the  following  conditions 
are  met: 

(a)  Both  transmitters  are  located  at 
the  same  place. 

(b)  Both  transmitters  shall  have  the 
same  power  rating. 

(c)  Both  transmitters  shall  meet  the 
construction,  installation,  operation  and 
performance  requirements  of  this  sub¬ 
part. 

§  3.638  Auxiliary  transmitter.  Upon 
showing  that  a  need  exists  for  the  use  of 
auxiliary  transmitters  in  addition  to  the 
regular  transmitters  of  a  television  sta¬ 
tion,  a  license  therefor  may  be  Issued: 
Provided,  That: 

(a)  Auxiliary  transmitters  may  be  in¬ 
stalled  either  at  the  same  location  as  the 
main  transmitters  or  at  another  loca¬ 
tion. 

(b)  A  licensed  operator  shall  be  in 
control  whenever  auxiliary  transmitters 
are  placed  in  operation. 

(c)  The  auxiliary  transmitters  shall 
be  maintained  so  that  they  may  be  put 


**  The  word  “control”  a«  used  herein  Is  not 
limited  to  majority  stock  ownership  but  In¬ 
cludes  actual  working  control  in  whatever 
manner  exercised. 


Into  immediate  operation  at  any  time 
for  the  following  purposes: 

(1)  The  transmission  of  the  regular 
programs  upon  the  failure  of  the  main 
transmitters. 

(2)  The  transmission  of  regular  pro¬ 
grams  during  maintenance  or  modifica¬ 
tion"*  work  on  the  main  transmitters 
necessitating  discontinuance  of  their 
operation  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  5 
days. 

(3)  Upon  request  by  a  duly  authorized 
representative  of  the  Commission. 

(d)  The  auxiliary  transmitters  shall 
be  tested  at  least  once  each  week  to 
determine  that  they  are  in  proper  oper¬ 
ating  condition  and  that  they  are  ad¬ 
justed  to  the  proper  frequency,  except 
that  in  case  of  operation  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  dur¬ 
ing  any  week,  the  test  in  that  week  may 
be  omitted  provided  the  operation  under 
paragraph  (c)  is  satisfactory.  A  record 
shall  be  kept  of  the  time  and  result  of 
each  test  operation  under  paragraph 
(c). 

(e)  The  auxiliary  transmitters  shall 
be  equipped  with  satisfactory  control 
equipment  which  will  enable  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  frequency  emitted  by  the 
station  within  the  limits  prescribed  by 
the  regulations  in  this  subpart. 

(f)  The  operating  power  of  an  auxil¬ 
iary  transmitter  may  be  less  than  the 
authorized  power  of  the  main  trans¬ 
mitters,  but  in  no  event  shall  it  be  greater 
than  such  power. 

§  3.639  Changes  in  equipment  and 
antenna  system.  Licensees  of  television 
broadcast  stations  shall  observe  the  fol¬ 
lowing  provisions  with  regard  to  changes 
in  equipment  and  antenna  system: 

(a)  No  changes  in  equipment  shall  be 
made: 

(1)  That  would  result  in  the  emission 
of  signals  outside  of  the  authorized 
channel. 

(2)  That  would  result  in  the  external 
performance  of  the  transmitter  being  in 
disagreement  with  that  prescribed  in 
this  subpart. 

(b)  Specific  authority,  upon  filing 
formal  application  therefor  (FCC  Form 
No.  301  or  such  other  form  as  is  provided 
therefor),  is  required  for  any  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  changes: 

(1)  Changes  involving  an  increase  or 
decrease  in  the  power  rating  of  the 
transmitters. 

(2)  A  replacement  of  the  transmitters 
as  a  whole. 

(3)  Change  in  the  location  of  the 
transmitting  antenna. 

(4)  Change  in  antenna  system,  in¬ 
cluding  transmission  line. 

(5)  Change  in  the  power  delivered  to 
the  antenna. 

(6)  Change  in  frequency  control 
and/or  modulation  system. 

(c)  Other  changes,  except  as  above 
provided  for  in  this  section  or  in  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart,  may  be  made 
at  any  time  without  the  authority  of  the 


**  This  includes  the  equipm*ent  changes 
which  may  be  made  without  authority  as  set 
forth  elsewhere  in  the  rules  and  regulations 
or  as  authorized  by  the  Commission  by  letter 
or  by  construction  permit.  Where  such  op¬ 
eration  is  required  for  periods  in  excess  of  5 
days,  request  therefor  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  S  1.324  of  the  Commission’s  rules. 


Commission,  provided  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  shall  be  promptly  notified  thereof 
and  such  changes  shall  be  shown  in  the 
next  application  for  renewal  of  license. 

§  3.640  Administrative  changes  in  au~ 
thorizations.  In  the  issuance  of  televi¬ 
sion  broadcast  station  authorizations, 
the  Commission  will  specify  the  trans¬ 
mitter  power  output  and  effective  radi¬ 
ated  power,  when  calculated  to  the  fig¬ 
ures  in  the  ranges  shown  in  Column  ( l ) 
below,  to  the  accuracy  indicated  by  the 
corresponding  figure  in  Column  (2)  be¬ 
low.  Power  in  decibels  will  be  specified 
to  the  nearest  0.1  dbk  and  antenna 
heights  above  average  terrain  will  be 
specified  to  the  nearest  10  feet.  Midway 
figures  will  be  authorized  in  the  lower 
alternative. 


Column  1 

Column  2 

0.1-  0.3  kw 

0.005  kw 

0.3-  1.0  kw 

0.01 

kw 

1.0-  3.0  kw 

0.05 

kw 

3  -  10.0  kw 

0.1 

kw* 

10  -  .3(1.0  kw 

0.5 

kw* 

30  -  100.0  kw 

1.0 

kw* 

100  -  »H).0  kw 

5.0 

kw 

300  -1000.0  kw 

10.0 

kw* 

General  Operating  Requirements 

§  3.651  Time  of  operation,  (a)  All 
television  broadcast  stations  will  be  li¬ 
censed  for  unlimited  time  operation. 
Each  such  station  shall  maintain  a  regu¬ 
lar  program  operating  schedule  as  fol¬ 
lows:  not  less  than  2  hours  daily  in  any 
five  broadcast  days  per  week  and  not 
less  than  a  total  of  12  hours  per  week 
during  the  first  18  months  of  the  sta¬ 
tion’s  operation;  not  less  than  2  hours 
daily  in  any  5  broadcast  days  per  week 
and  not  less  than  a  total  of  16  hours,  20 
hours  and  24  hours  per  week  for  each 
successive  6-month  period  of  operation, 
respectively;  and  not  less  than  2  hours 
in  each  of  the  7  days  of  the  week  and 
not  less  than  a  total  of  28  hours  per  week 
thereafter.  ‘T)peration’'  includes  the 
period  during  which  a  station  is  operated 
pursuant  to  special  temporary  authority 
or  during  program  tests,  as  well  as  dur¬ 
ing  the  license  period.  Time  devoted  to 
test  patterns,  or  to  aural  presentations 
accompanied  by  the  incidental  use  of 
fixed  visual  images  which  have  no  sub¬ 
stantial  relationship  to  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter  of  such  aural  presentations,  shall  not 
be  considered  in  computing  periods  of 
program  service.  If,  in  the  event  of  an 
emergency  due  to  causes  beyond  the  con¬ 
trol  of  a  licensee,  it  becomes  impossible 
to  continue  operation,  the  Commission 
and  the  Engineer  in  Charge  of  the  radio 
district  in  which  the  station  is  located 
shall  be  notified  in  writing  immediately 
after  the  emergency  develops  and  im¬ 
mediately  after  the  emergency  ceases 
and  operation  is  resumed. 

(b)  Noncommercial  educational  tele¬ 
vision  broadcast  stations  are  not  re¬ 
quired  to  operate  on  a  regular  schedule 
and  no  minimum  number  of  hours  of 
operation  is  specified;  but  the  hours  of 
actual  operation  during  a  license  period 
shall  be  taken  into  consideration  in  con¬ 
sidering  the  renewal  of  noncommercial 
educational  television  broadcast  licenses. 

(c)  (1)  The  aural  transmitter  of  a 
television  station  shall  not  be  operated 
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separately  from  the  visual  transmitter 
except  for  the  following  purposes: 

(1)  For  actual  tests  of  station  equip¬ 
ment  or  actual  experimentation  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  §  3.666;  and 

(ii)  For  emergency  “fills”  in  case  of 
visual  equipment  failure  or  unscheduled 
and  unavoidable  delays  in  presenting 
visual  programs.  In  such  situations  the 
aural  transmitter  may  be  used  to  advise 
the  audience  of  difficulties  and  to  trans¬ 
mit  for  a  short  period  program  material 
of  such  nature  that  the  audience  will  be 
enabled  to  remain  tuned  to  the  station; 
for  example,  music  or  news  accompany¬ 
ing  a  test  pattern  or  other  visual 
presentation. 

(2)  During  periods  of  transmission  of 
a  test  pattern  on  the  visual  transmitter 
of  a  television  station,  aural  transmis¬ 
sion  shall  consist  only  of  a  single  tone 
or  series  of  variable  tones.  During  pe¬ 
riods  when  still  pictures  or  slides  are 
employed  to  produce  visual  transmis¬ 
sions  which  are  accompanied  by  aural 
transmissions,  the  aural  and  visual 
transmissions  shall  be  integral  parts  of 
a  program  or  announcement  and  shall 
have  a  substantial  relationship  to  each 
other;  Provided,  That  nothing  herein 
shall  preclude  the  transmission  of  a  test 
pattern,  still  pictures  or  slides  for  the 
following  purposes  and  periods; 

(1)  To  accompany  aural  announce¬ 
ments  of  the  station's  program  schedule 
and  aural  news  broadcasts  or  news  com¬ 
mentaries,  for  a  total  period  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  one  hour  in  any  broadcast  day. 

(il)  To  accompahy  aural  transmis¬ 
sions  for  a  period  of  time  not  to  exceed 
fifteen  minutes  immediately  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  a  programming 
schedule. 

Examples.  (1)  Duplication  of  AM  or  FM 
programs  on  the  aural  transmitter  of  a  tele¬ 
vision  station  while  the  same  program  is 
broadcast  on  the  visual  transmitter  (1.  e.,  a 
“simulcast”)  Is  consistent  with  this  para¬ 
graph. 

(2)  Duplication  of  AM  or  FM  programs  on 
the  aural  transmitter  of  a  television  station 
while  a  test  pattern  Is  broadcast  on  the  visual 
transmitter  is  not  consistent  with  this  para¬ 
graph,  except  for  the  speciflo  purposes  and 
periods  specified  in  paragraph  (h)  (2). 

(3)  A  travel  lecture  in  which  the  words  of 
the  lecturer  are  broadcast  simultaneously 
with  still  pictures  or  slides  of  scenes  illus¬ 
trating  the  lecture,  and  a  newscast  In  which 
the  words  of  the  newscaster  are  broadcast 
elmultaneously  with  still  pictures  or  slides 
of  the  news  events,  are  examples  of  programs 
in  which  the  aural  and  visual  transmissions 
are  Integral  parts  of  the  same  program  hav¬ 
ing  a  substantial  relationship  to  each  other. 
Within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (b)  (2). 
Mood  music  unrelated  to  the  visual  trans¬ 
mission  is  not  consistent  W’lth  this  para¬ 
graph. 

(4)  The  broadcast  of  a  test  pattern  ac¬ 
companied  by  a  musical  composition  for  the 
purpose  of  demonstration,  sale.  Installation 
or  orientation  of  television  receivers,  or  re¬ 
ceiving  antennas  is  not  consistent  with  this 
paragraph. 

(5)  Music  accompanying  the  transmission 
of  a  test  pattern  upon  which  is  visually  im¬ 
posed  a  moving  text  consisting  of  continuous 
program  material,  such  as  a  running  news¬ 
cast  or  new’s  commentary,  is  consistent  with 
this  paragraph. 

(6)  Music  accompanying  the  transmission 
Of  a  test  pattern  upon  which  is  visually  im¬ 
posed  a  clock  Indicating  the  time  of  day,  or 
•  text  that  is  changed  at  spaced  Intervals, 
Is  hot  consistent  with  this  paragraph. 
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S  3.652  Station  identification,  (a) 
A  licensee  of  a  television  broadcast  sta¬ 
tion  shall  make  station  identification 
announcement  (call  letters  and  location) 
at  the  beginning  and  ending  of  each 
time  of  operation  and  during  the  oper¬ 
ation  on  the  hour.  The  announcement 
at  the  beginning  and  ending  of  each 
time  of  operation  shall  be  by  both  aural 
and  visual  means.  Other  announce¬ 
ments  may  be  by  either  aural  or  visual 
means. 

(b)  Identification  announcements 
during  operation  need  not  be  made  when 
to  make  such  announcement  would  in¬ 
terrupt  a  single  consecutive  speech,  play, 
religious  service,  symphony  concert,  or 
any  type  of  production.  In  such  cases, 
the  identification  announcement  shall 
be  made  at  the  first  Interruption  of  the 
entertainment  continuity  and  at  the 
conclusion  thereof. 

S  3.653  Mechanical  reproductions. 

(a)  Each  program  which  consists  in 
whole  or  in  part  of  one  or  more  me¬ 
chanical  reproductions,  either  visual  or 
aural,  shall  be  accompanied  by  an  ap¬ 
propriate  announcement  to  that  effect 
either  at  the  beginning  or  end  of  such 
reproduction  or  at  the  beginning  or  end 
of  the  program  in  which  such  reproduc¬ 
tion  is  used.  No  such  announcement 
shall  be  required  where  a  mechanical 
reproduction  is  used  for  background 
music,  sound  effects,  station  identifica¬ 
tion,  program  identification  (theme 
music  of  short  duration)  or  identifica¬ 
tion  of  sponsorship  of  the  program 
proper. 

(b)  The  exact  form  of  identifying  an¬ 
nouncement  is  not  prescribed  but  the 
language  shall  be  clear  and  in  terms 
commonly  used  and  understood.  The 
licensee  shall  not  attempt  affirmatively 
to  create  the  impression  that  any  pro¬ 
gram  being  broadcast  by  mechanical 
reproduction  consists  of  live  talent. 

§  3.654  Sponsored  programs,  an¬ 
nouncement.  (a)  In  the  case  of  each 
program  for  the  broadcasting  of  which 
money,  services,  or  other  valuable  con¬ 
sideration  is  either  directly  or  indirectly 
paid  or  promised  to,  or  charged  or  re¬ 
ceived  by,  any  television  broadcast  sta¬ 
tion.  the  station  broadcasting  such 
program  shall  make,  or  cause  to  be  made, 
an  appropriate  announcement  that  the 
program  is  sponsored,  paid  for,  or  fur¬ 
nished,  either  in  whole  or  in  part. 

(b)  In  the  case  of  any  political  pro¬ 
gram  or  any  program  involving  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  public  controversial  issues  for 
which  any  films,  records,  transcriptions, 
talent,  scripts,  or  other  material  or  serv¬ 
ices  of  any  kind  are  furnished,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  to  a  station  as  an 
Inducement  to  the  broadcasting  of  such 
program,  an  announcement  shall  be 
made  both  at  the  beginning  and  conclu¬ 
sion  of  such  program  on  which  such 
material  or  services  are  used  that  such 
films,  records,  transcriptions,  talent, 
scripts,  or  other  material  or  services  have 
been  furnished  to  such  station  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  broadcasting  of  such  pro¬ 
gram  :  Provided,  however.  That  only  one 
such  announcement  need  be  made  in  the 
case  of  any  such  program  of  5  minutes’ 
duration  or  less,  which  announcement 
may  be  made  either  at  the  beginning  or 
conclusion  of  the  program. 


(c)  The  announcement  required  by 
this  section  shail  fully  and  fairly  disclose 
the  true  identity  of  the  person  or  persons 
by  whom  or  in  whose  behalf  such  pay¬ 
ment  is  made  or  promised,  or  from  whom 
or  in  whose  behalf  such  services  or  other 
valuable  consideration  is  received,  or 
by  whom  the  material  or  services  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  are  furnished.  Where  an  agent  or 
other  person  contracts  or  otherwise 
makes  arrangements  with  a  station  on 
behalf  of  another,  and  such  fact  is  known 
to  the  station,  the  announcement  shall 
disclose  the  Identity  of  the  person  or  per¬ 
sons  in  whose  behalf  such  agent  is  acting 
instead  of  the  name  of  such  agent. 

(d)  In  the  case  of  any  program,  other 
than  a  program  advertising  commercial 
products  or  services,  which  is  sponsored, 
paid  for  or  furnished,  either  in  whole  or 
in  part,  or  for  which  material  or  services  ^ 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  are  furnished,  by  a  corporation, 
committee,  association  or  other  unincor¬ 
porated  group,  the  announcement  re¬ 
quired  by  this  section  shall  disclose  the 
name  of  such  corporation,  committee, 
association  or  other  unincorporated 
group.  In  each  such  case  the  station 
shall  require  that  a  list  of  the  chief  ex¬ 
ecutive  officers  or  members  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  committee  or  of  the  board  of  direc¬ 
tors  of  the  corporation,  committee,  asso¬ 
ciation  or  other  unincorporated  group 
shall  be  made  available  for  public  in¬ 
spection  at  one  of  the  television  broad¬ 
cast  stations  carrying  the  program. 

(e)  In  the  case  of  programs  advertis¬ 
ing  commercial  products  or  services,  an 
announcement  stating  the  sponsor’s  cor¬ 
porate  or  trade  name  or  the  name  of  the 
sponsor’s  product,  shall  be  deemed  suffi¬ 
cient  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  and 
only  one  such  announcement  need  be 
made  at  any  time  during  the  course  of 
the  program. 

5  3.655  Rebroadcast,  (a)  The  term 
"rebroadcast”  as  used  below  means  re¬ 
ception  by  radio  of  the  program”  of  a 
television  broadcast  station,  and  the  si¬ 
multaneous  or  subsequent  retransmis¬ 
sion  of  such  program  by  a  broadcast  sta¬ 
tion.  The  broadcasting  of  a  program 
relayed  by  an  auxiliary  broadcast  station 
licensed  to  the  television  broadcast  sta¬ 
tion  is  not  considered  a  rebroadcast. 

(b)  The  licensee  of  a  television  broad¬ 
cast  station  may,  without  further  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Commission,  rebroadcast 
the  program  of  a  United  States  television 
broadcast  station,  provided  the  Commis¬ 
sion  is  notified  of  the  call  letters  of  each 
station  rebroadcast  and  the  licensee  cer¬ 
tifies  that  express  authority  has  been 
received  from  the  licensee  of  the  station 
originating  the  program.” 

(c)  No  licensee  of  a  television  broad¬ 
cast  station  shall  rebroadcast  the  pro- 


“  As  used  in  this  section,  program  Includes 
any  complete  program  or  part  thereof. 

”  The  notice  and  certification  of  consent 
shall  be  given  within  3  days  of  any  single 
rebroadcast,  but  in  case  of  the  regular  prac¬ 
tice  of  rebroadcasting  certain  programs  of  a 
television  broadcast  station  several  times 
during  a  license  period,  notice  and  certifica¬ 
tion  of  consent  shall  be  given  for  the  ensuing 
license  period  with  the  application  for  re¬ 
newal  of  license,  or  at  the  beginning  of  such 
rebroadcast  practice  if  begun  during  a  license 
period. 
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gram  of  any  United  States  radio  station 
not  designated  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section  without  written  authority  having 
first  been  obtained  from  the  Commission 
upon  application  (informal)  accompa¬ 
nied  by  written  consent  or  certification 
of  consent  of  the  licensee  of  the  station 
originating  the  program.’* 

S  3.656  lotteries  and  give-away  pro¬ 
grams.'^  (a)  An  application  for  con¬ 
struction  permit,  license,  renewal  of  li¬ 
cense,  or  any  other  authorization  for 
the  operation  of  a  television  broadcast 
station,  will  not  be  granted  where  the  ap¬ 
plicant  proposes  to  follow  or  continue  to 
follow  policy  or  practice  of  broadcasting 
or  permitting  “the  broadcasting  of  any 
advertisement  of  or  information  con¬ 
cerning  any  lottery,  gift  enterprise,  or 
similar  scheme,  offering  prizes  dependent 
in  whole  or  in  part  upon  lot  or  chance, 
or  any  list  of  the  prizes  drawn  or  awarded 
by  means  of  any  such  lottery,  gift  enter¬ 
prise,  or  scheme,  whether  said  list  con¬ 
tains  any  part  or  all  of  such  prizes.’* 
(See  18  U.  S.  C.  sec.  1304.) 

(b)  The  determination  whether  a  par. 
ticular  program  comes  within  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
depends  on  the  facts  of  each  case.  How¬ 
ever.  the  Commission  will  in  any  event 
consider  that  a  program  comes  within 
the  provisions  of  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
section  if  in  connection  with  such  pro¬ 
gram  a  prize  consisting  of  money  or  thing 
of  value  is  awarded  to  any  person  whose 
selection  is  dependent  in  whole  or  in 
part  upon  lot  or  chance,  if  as  a  condition 
of  winning  or  competing  for  such  prize: 

(1)  Such  winner  or  winners  are  re¬ 
quired  to  furnish  any  money  or  thing  of 
value  or  are  required  to  have  in  their 
possession  any  product  sold,  manufac¬ 
tured,  furnished  or  distributed  by  a 
sponsor  of  a  program  broadcast  on  the 
station  in  question;  or 

(2)  Such  winner  or  winners  are  re¬ 
quired  to  be  listening  to  or  viewing  the 
program  in  question  on  a  radio  or  tele¬ 
vision  receiver;  or 

(3)  Such  winner  or  winners  are  re¬ 
quired  to  answer  correctly  a  question,  the 
answer  to  which  is  given  on  a  program 
broadcast  over  the  station  in  question  or 
where  aid  to  answering  the  question  cor¬ 
rectly  is  given  on  a  program  broadcast 
over  the  station  In  question.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  provision  the  broadcast¬ 
ing  of  the  question  to  be  answered  over 
the  television  station  on  a  previous  pro- 


*  By  Order  No.  82.  dated  and  effective  June 
24,  1941,  until  further  order  of  the  Commia- 
eion,  §  3.655  (c)  is  suspended  only  insofar  as 
It  requires  prior  written  authority  of  the 
Commission  for  the  rebroadcasting  of  pro¬ 
grams  originated  for  that  express  purpose  by 
U.  S.  Government  radio  stations. 

”The  Commission  on  September  21.  1949, 
adopted  an  order  which  read  in  part  as 
follows; 

"7t  is  ordered,  That,  effective  Immediately, 
the  effective  date  of  {$  3.192.  3.292,  and  3.692 
(now  f3.656(  of  the  Commission’s  rules  is 
hereby  postponed  untU  a  date  to  be  fixed 
by  further  order,  which  shall  be  at  least 
tJilrty  days  after  a  final  decision  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  or 
thirty  days  after  the  time  within  which  an 
appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  may  be  taken 
has  expired  without  such  an  appeal  being 
taken,  in  pending  litigation  with  respect  to 
these  rules." 


gram  will  be  considered  as  an  aid  in  an¬ 
swering  the  question  correctly;  or 

(4)  Such  winner  or  winners  are  re¬ 
quired  to  answer  the  phone  in  a  pre¬ 
scribed  manner  or  with  a  prescribed 
phrase,  or  are  required  to  write  a  letter 
in  a  prescribed  manner  or  containing  a 
prescribed  phrase,  if  the  prescribed 
manner  of  answering  the  phone  or  writ¬ 
ing  the  letter  or  the  prescribed  phrase 
to  be  used  over  the  phone  or  in  the  let¬ 
ter  (or  an  aid  in  ascertaining  the  pre¬ 
scribed  phrase  or  the  prescribed  manner 
of  answering  the  phone  or  writing  the 
letter)  is,  or  has  been,  broadcast  over 
the  station  in  question. 

§  3.657  Broadcasts  by  candidates  for 
public  office — (a)  Legally  qualified  can¬ 
didate.  A  “legally  qualified  candidate” 
means  any  person  who  has  publicly  an¬ 
nounced  that  he  is  a  candidate  for  nomi¬ 
nation  by  a  convention  of  a  political 
party  or  for  nomination  or  election  in  a 
primary,  special,  or  general  election, 
municipal,  county,  state  or  national,  and 
who  meets  the  qualifications  prescribed 
by  the  applicable  laws  to  hold  the  oflace 
for  which  he  is  a  candidate,  so  that  he 
may  be  voted  for  by  the  electorate  di¬ 
rectly  or  by  means  of  delegates  or 
electors,  and  who: 

(1)  Has  qualified  for  a  place  on  the 
ballot,  or 

(2)  Is  eligible  under  the  applicable 
law  to  be  voted  for  by  sticker,  by  writ¬ 
ing  in  his  name  on  the  ballot,  or  other 
method,  and  (i)  has  been  duly  nomi¬ 
nated  by  a  political  party  which  is  com¬ 
monly  known  and  regarded  as  such,  or 
(ii)  makes  a  substantial  showing  that 
he  is  a  bona  fide  candidate  for  nomina¬ 
tion  or  office,  as  the  case  may  be, 

(b)  General  requirements.  No  station 
licensee  Is  reqfiired  to  permit  the  use  of 
Its  facilities  by  any  legally  qualified 
candidate  for  public  office,  but  if  any 
licensee  shall  permit  any  such  candidate 
to  use  its  facilities,  it  shall  afford  equal 
opportunities  to  all  other  such  candi¬ 
dates  for  that  office  to  use  such  facili¬ 
ties;  Provided,  That  such  licensee  shall 
have  no  power  of  censorship  over  the 
material  broadcast  by  any  such  candi¬ 
date. 

(c)  Rates  and  practices.  The  rates,  if 
any.  charged  all  such  candidates  for  the 
same  office  shall  be  uniform  and  shall 
not  be  rebated  by  any  means,  directly  or 
Indirectly;  no  licensee  shall  make  any 
discrimination  in  charges,  practices, 
regulations,  facilities,  or  services  for  or 
in  connection  with  the  service  rendered 
pursuant  to  the  regulations  in  this  part, 
or  make  or  give  any  preference  to  any 
candidate  for  public  office  or  subject  any 
such  candidate  to  any  prejudice  or  dis¬ 
advantage;  nor  shall  any  licensee  make 
any  contract  or  other  agreement  which 
shall  have  the  effect  of  permitting  any 
legally  qualified  candidate  for  any  public 
office  to  broadcast '  to  the  exclusion  of 
other  legally  qualified  candidates  for  the 
same  public  office. 

(d)  Inspection  of  records.  Every  li¬ 
censee  shall  keep  and  permit  public  in¬ 
spection  of  a  complete  record  of  all 
requests  for  broadcast  time  made  by  or 
on  behalf  of  candidates  for  public  office, 
together  with  an  appropriate  notation 


showing  the  disposition  made  by  the  11. 
censee  of  such  requests,  and  the  charges 
made,  if  any,  if  request  is  granted. 

§  3.658  Affiliation  agreements — (a) 
Exclusive  affiliation  of  station.  No  11. 
cense  shall  be  granted  to  a  television 
broadcast  station  having  any  contract, 
arrangement,  or  understanding,  express 
or  implied,  with  a  network  organiza¬ 
tion"  under  which  the  station  is  pre¬ 
vented  or  hindered  from,  or  penalized 
for,  broadcasting  the  programs  of  any 
other  network  organization. 

(b)  Territorial  exclusivity.  No  li¬ 
cense  shall  be  granted  to  a  television 
broadcast  station  having  any  contract, 
arrangement,  or  understanding,  express 
or  implied,  with  a  network  organization 
which  prevents  or  hinders  another 
broadcast  station  serving  substantially 
the  same  area  from  broadcasting  the 
network’s  programs  not  taken  by  the 
former  station,  or  which  prevents  or  hin¬ 
ders  another  broadcast  station  serving 
a  substantially  different  area  from 
broadcasting  any  program  of  the  net¬ 
work  organization.  This  regulation 
shall  not  be  construed  to  prohibit  any 
contract,  arrangement,  or  understand¬ 
ing  between  a  station  and  a  network 
organization  pursuant  to  which  the  sta¬ 
tion  is  granted  the  first  call  in  its  area 
upon  the  programs  of  the  network 
organization. 

(c)  Term  of  affiliation.  No  license 
shall  be  granted  to  a  television  broadcast 
station  having  any  contract,  arrange- 
merrt,  or  understanding,  express  or  im¬ 
plied,  with  a  network  organization  which 
provides,  by  original  terms,  provisions 
for  renewal,  or  otherwise  for  the  affilia¬ 
tion  of  the  station  with  the  network 
organization  for  a  period  longer  than  2 
years:  Provided,  ’That  a  contract,  ar¬ 
rangement,  or  understanding  for  a  pe¬ 
riod  up  to  2  years  may  be  entered  into 
within  6  months  prior  to  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  such  period. 

(d)  Option  time.  No  license  shall  be 
granted  to  a  television  broadcast  station 
which  'options  “  for  network  programs 
any  time  subject  to  call  on  less  than  56 
days’  notice,  or  more  time  than  a  total 
of  3  hours  ”  within  each  of  four  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  broadcast  day,  as  herein 
described.  The  broadcast  day  is  divided 
into  four  segments,  as  follows:  8  a.  m.  to 
1  p.  m.;  1  p.  m.  to  6  p.  m.;  6  p.  m.  to  11 


“The  term  "netwerk  organization"  as  used 
herein  includes  national  and  regional  net¬ 
work  organizations.  See  ch.  VII,  J,  of  Report 
on  Chain  Broadcasting. 

“  As  used  In  this  section,  an  option  is  any 
contract,  arrangement,  or  understanding, 
express  or  Implied,  between  a  station  and  a 
network  organization  which  prevents  or  hin¬ 
ders  the  station  from  scheduling  programs 
before  the  network  agrees  to  utilize  the  time 
during  which  such  programs  are  scheduled, 
or  which  requires' the  station  to  clear  time 
already  scheduled  when  the  network  organi¬ 
zation  seeks  to  utilize  the  time. 

“All  time  options  permitted  under  this 
aectlon  must  be  specified  clock  hours,  ex¬ 
pressed  In  terms  of  any  time  system  set  forth 
In  the  contract  agreed  upon  by  the  station 
and  networtt  organization.  Shifts  from  day¬ 
light  saving  to  standard  time  or  vice  versa 
may  or  may  not  shift  the  specified  houis 
correspondingly  as  agreed  by  the  station  ana 
network  organization. 
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p.  m  ;  11  P.  ni.  to  8  a.  m.”  Such  options 
niay  not  be  exclusive  as  against  other 
network  organizations  and  may  not  pre¬ 
vent  or  hinder  the  station  from  option¬ 
ing  or  selling  any  or  all  of  the  time 
covered  by  th^  option,  or  other  time,  to 
other  network  organizations. 

(e)  Right  to  reject  progravis.  No  li¬ 
cense  shall  be  granted  to  a  television 
broadcast  station  having  any  contract, 
arrangement,  or  understanding,  express 
or  implied,  with  a  network  organization 
which  (1),  with  respect  to  programs  of¬ 
fered  pursuant  to  an  affiliation  contract, 
prevents  or  hinders  the  station  from 
rejecting  or  refusing  network  programs 
which  the  station  reasonably  believes  to 
be  unsatisfactory  or  unsuitable:  or  w'hich 

(2)  with  respect  to  network  programs 
so  offered  or  already  contracted  for, 
prevents  the  station  from  rejecting  or 
refusing  any  program  w’hich,  in  its  opin¬ 
ion.  is  contrary  to  the  public  interest, 
or  from' substituting  a  program  of  out¬ 
standing  local  or  national  importance. 

(f)  Network  ownership  of  stations. 
No  license  shall  be  granted  to  a  network 
organization,  or  to  any  person  directly 
or  indirectly  controlled  by  or  under  com¬ 
mon  control  **  of  a  network  organization, 
for  a  television  broadcast  station  in  any 
locality  where  the  existing  television 
broadcast  stations  are  so  few  or  of  such 
unequal  desirability  (in  terms  of  cover¬ 
age.  power,  frequency,  or  other  related 
matters)  that  competition  would  be  sub¬ 
stantially  restrained  by  such  licensing. 

(g)  Dual  network  operation.  No  li¬ 
cense  shall  be  issued  to  a  television 
broadcast  station  affiliated  with  a  net¬ 
work  organization  w-hich  maintains  more 
than  one  network  of  television  broadcast 
stations:  Provided,  That  this  section 
shall  not  be  applicable  if  such  networks 
are  not  operated  simultaneously,  or  if 
there  Ls  no  substantial  overlap  in  the  ter¬ 
ritory  served  by  the  group  of  stations 
comprising  each  such  networlq. 

(h)  Control  by  networks  of  station 
rates.  No  license  shall  be  granted  to  a 
television  broadcast  station  having  any 
contract,  arrangement,  or  understand¬ 
ing,  express  or  implied,  with  a  network 
organization  under  which  the  station  is 
prevented  or  hindered  from,  or  penalized 
for,  fixing  or  altering  its  rates  for  the 
sale  of  broadcast  time  for  other  than 
the  network’s  programs. 

5  3.659  Special  rules  relating  to  con- 
tracts  providing  for  reservation  of  time 
upon  sale  of  a  station,  (a)  No  license, 
renewal  of  license,  assignment  of  license, 
or  transfer  of  control  of  a  corporate  li¬ 
censee  shall  be  granted  or  authorized  to 
a  televi.sion  broadcast  station  which  has 
a  contract,  arrangement  or  understand¬ 
ing,  express  or  implied,  pursuant  to 
which,  as  consideration  or  partial  con¬ 
sideration  for  the  assignment  of  license 
or  transfer  of  control,  the  assignor  of  a 


"  Tliese  segments  are  to  be  determined  for 
each  station  In  terms  of  local  time  at  the 
location  of  the  station  but  may  remain  con¬ 
stant  throughout  the  year  regardless  of 
shifts  from  standard  to  daylight  saving  time 
or  vice  versa. 

“The  word  "control’*  as  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion.  Is  not  limited  to  full  control  but  In¬ 
cludes  such  a  measure  of  control  as  would 
substantially  affect  the  availability  of  the 
station  to  other  networks. 


station  license  or  the  transferor  of  stock, 
where  transfer  of  a  corporate  licensee  is 
involved,  or  the  nominee  of  such  assignor 
or  transferor  retains  any  right  of  rever¬ 
sion  of  the  license  or  any  right  to  the 
reassignment  of  the  license  in  the  future, 
or  reserves  the  right  to  use  the  facilities 
of  the  station  for  any  period  whatsoever. 

(b)  In  the  case  o(  assignment  of  li¬ 
cense  or  transfer  of  control  of  a  corpo¬ 
rate  licensee  approved  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  before  the  effective  date  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  February  15,  1949,  Involving  a 
contract,  arrangement  or  understanding 
of  the  type  covered  by  paragraph  (a)  of 
this  section  and  the  existence  and  terms 
of  which  were  fully  disclosed  to  the  Com¬ 
mission  at  the  time  of  execution,  the 
Commission  will  give  consideration  to 
the  Issuance  of  a  license  despite  the  ex¬ 
istence  of  such  contract,  arrangement  or 
understanding,  if  the  parties  thereto 
modify  such  contract  within  6  months 
from  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 
Such  modifications  will  be  considered  on 
the  facts  of  each  case  but  no  such  modi¬ 
fication  will  be  approved  unless  the  mod¬ 
ified  contract  contains  at  least  the 
following  provisions : 

(1)  A  maximum  limitation  of  the  time 
subject  to  reservation  so  that  no  more 
than  12  hours  per  week  shall  be  subject 
to  reservation,  of  which  no  more  than  4 
hours  shall  be  on  any  given  day. 

(2)  A  clause  providing  that  the  li¬ 
censee  reserves  the  right  lo  reject  or  re¬ 
fuse  programs  which  ne  reasonably 
believes  to  be  unsatisfactory  or  unsuit¬ 
able  or  for  which,  in  his  opinion,  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  outstanding  local  or  national 
importance  should  be  substituted,  but 
provision  may  be  made  for  the  substitu¬ 
tion  of  other  television  time  for  programs 
so  rejected  or  for  the  payment  at  the  sta¬ 
tion  card  rate  for  the  time  made  un¬ 
available. 

(3)  A  prohibition  against  the  resale  or 
reassignment  of  any  of  the  broadcast 
time  reserved  by  such  modified  contract. 

(4)  An  express  negation  of  any  right 
with  respect  to  reversion  or  reassignment 
of  license. 

(5)  An  express  provision  setting  forth 
a  definite  expiration  date  of  the  contract, 
arrangement  or  understanding.  Such 
expiration  date  shall  not  extend  beyond 
February  15,  1964,  and  shall  in  no  event 
extend  beyond  the  expiration  date  origi¬ 
nally  provided  for  in  any  such  contract, 
agreement  or  understanding,  in  the  event 
that  such  expiration  date  is  a  date  prior 
to  February  15,  1964. 

(6)  An  express  provision  giving  to  the 
licensee  the  right  to  terminate  the  con¬ 
tract,  arrangement  or  understanding  for 
substantial  cause,  including,  but  not  lim¬ 
ited  to,  the  assignment  of  license  or  the 
transfer  of  control  of  a  corporate  licen¬ 
see,  consistent  disagreement  over  pro¬ 
grams  between  the  parties,  or  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  a  network  affiliation  by  the  li¬ 
censee,  upon  the  payment  of  a  lump  sum 
or  periodic  payments,  and  providing  that 
the  amount  initially  fixed  shall  there¬ 
after  decrease  as  the  amount  of  time 
reserved  is  decreased  by  performance  of 
the  contract.  Any  such  payment  should 
not  be  so  unduly  large  as  to  constitute  in 
practice  an  effective  deterrent  to  the 
licensee  exercising  the  right.  In  deter¬ 
mining  whether  the  amount  is  unduly 


large,  the  Commission  will  consider  the 
amount  by  which  consideration  in  return 
for  the  transfer  of  the  station  w'as  de¬ 
creased  by  reason  of  the  reservation  of 
time  or  the  present  value  of  the  television 
time  still  reserved  and  unused  as  of  the 
date  of  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  termi¬ 
nation. 

§  3.660  Station  license,  posting  of. 
The  original  of  each  station  license  shall 
be  posted  in  the  transmitter  room. 

§  3.661  Operator  requirements.  One 
or  more  licensed  radio-telephone  first 
class  operators  shall  be  on  duty  at  the 
place  where  the  transmitting  apparatus 
of  each  station  is  located  and  in  actual 
charge  thereof  whenever  it  is  being  oper¬ 
ated.  'The  original  license  (or  FCC  Form 
No.  759)  of  each  station  operator  shall 
be  posted  at  the  place  where  he  is  on 
duty.  The  licensed  operator  on  duty 
and  in  charge  of  a  television  broadcast 
transmitter  may.  at  the  discretion  of  the 
licenseee,  be  employed  for  other  duties  or 
for  the  operation  of  another  station  or 
stations  in  accordance  with  the  class  of 
operator’s  license  which  he  holds  and  by 
the  rules  and  regulations  governing  such 
stations.  However,  such  duties  shall  in 
nowise  interfere  with  the  operation  of 
the  broadcast  transmitter. 

§  3.662  Inspection  of  tower  lights  and 
associated  control  equipment.  'The  li¬ 
censee  or  permittee  of  any  television 
broadcast  station  which  has  an  antenna 
structure  requiring  illumination  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  provisions  of  section  303  (q) 
of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934,  as 
amended: 

(a)  (1)  Shall  make  an  observation  of 
the  tower  lights  at  least  once  each  24 
hours  either  visually  or  by  observing  an 
automatic  and  properly  maintained  in¬ 
dicator  designed  to  register  any  failure 
of  such  lights,  to  insure  that  all  such 
lights  are  functioning  properly  as  re¬ 
quired:  or  alternatively, 

(2)  Shall  provide  and  properly  main¬ 
tain  an  automatic  alarm  system  clesigned 
to  detect  any  failure  of  such  lights  and 
to  provide  indication  of  such  failure  to 
the  licensee. 

(b)  Shall  report  immediately  by  tele¬ 
phone  or  telegraph  to  the  nearest  Air¬ 
ways  Communication  Station  or  office 
of  Civil  Aeronautics  Administration  any 
observed  or  otherwise  known  failure  of 
a  code  or  rotating  beacon  light  or  top 
light  not  corrected  within  thirty  min¬ 
utes,  regardless  of  the  cause  of  such 
failure.  Further  notification  by  tele¬ 
phone  or  telegraph  shall  be  given  imme¬ 
diately  upon  resumption  of  the  required 
illumination. 

(c)  Shall  inspect  at  intervals  not  to 
exceed  three  months  all  automatic  or 
mechanical  control  devices,  indicators 
and  alarm  systems  associated  with  the 
tower  lighting  to  insure  that  such  appa¬ 
ratus  is  functioning  properly. 

§  3.663  Logs,  maintenance  of.  The 
licensee  or  permittee  of  each  television 
station  shall  maintain  program  and 
operating  logs  and  shall  require  entries 
to  be  made  as  follows: 

(a)  In  the  program  log: 

( 1 )  An  entry  of  the  time  each  station 
Identification  announcement  (call  letters 
and  location)  is  made. 
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(2)  An  entry  briefly  describing  each 
program  broadcast,  such  as  “music,” 
“drama,”  “speech,”  etc.,  together  with 
the  name  or  title  thereof  and  the  spon¬ 
sor’s  name,  with  the  time  of  the  begin¬ 
ning  and  ending  of  the  complete 
program.  If  a  mechanical  reproduction, 
either  visual  or  aural,  is  used,  the  entry 
shall  show  the  exact  nature  thereof  and 
the  time  it  is  announced  as  a  mechanical 
reproduction.  If  a  speech  is  made  by  a 
political  candidate,  the  name  and  po¬ 
litical  affiliations  of  such  speaker  shall 
be  entered. 

(3)  An  entry  showing  that  each  spon¬ 
sored  program  broadcast  has  been  an¬ 
nounced  as  sponsored,  paid  for,  or 
furnished  by  the  sponsor;  or  that  the 
broadcast  is  under  the  auspices  of  a 
nonprofit  educational  organization  other 
than  tlie  licensee  or  permittee. 

(4)  An  entry  showing,  for  each  pro¬ 
gram  of  network  origin,  the  name  of  the 
network  originating  the  program. 

(b)  In  the  operating  log: 

(1)  An  entry  of  the  time  the  station 
begins  to  supply  power  to  the  antenna, 
and  the  time  it  stops. 

(2)  An  entry  of  the  time  the  program 
begins  and  ends. 

(3)  An  entry  of  each  interruption  to 
the  carrier  wave,  its  cause,  and  duration. 

(4>  An  entry  of  the  following  each  30 
minutes; 

(i)  Operating  constants  of  last  radio 
stage  of  the  aural  transmitter  (total 
plate  current  and  plate  voltage). 

(ii)  Transmission  line  meter  readings 
for  both  transmitters. 

<iii)  Piequency  monitor  readings. 

«5)  Log  of  experimental  operation 
during  experimental  period  (if  regular 
operation  is  maintained  during  this  pe¬ 
riod,  the  above  logs  shall  be  kept). 

(1)  A  log  must  be  kept  of  all  operation 
during  the  experimental  period.  If  the 
entries  required  above  are  not  applicable 
thereto,  then  the  entries  shall  be  made 
so  as  to  describe  the  operation  fully. 

(c»  Where  an  antenna  and  antenna 
supporting  structure  (s)  is  required  to 
be  illuminated,  the  licensee  or  permittee 
shall  make  entries  in  the  radio  log  as  fol¬ 
lows  ; 

tl)  The  time  the  tow’er  lights  are 
turned  on  and  off  each  day  if  manually 
controlled. 

(2)  The  time  the  daily  check  of 
proper  operation  of  the  tower  lights  was 
made. 

«3)  In  the  event  of  any  observed  or 
otherwise  known  failure  of  a  tower  light: 

(i)  Nature  of  such  failure. 

(ii)  Date  and  time  the  failure  was  ob¬ 
served,  or  otherwise  noted. 

(iii)  Date,  time  and  nature  of  the  ad¬ 
justments.  repairs,  or  replacements  that 
were  made. 

(iv)  Identification  of  Airways  Com¬ 
munication  Station  (Civil  Aeronautics 
Administration)  notified  of  the  failure  of 
any  code  or  rotating  beacon  light  not 
corrected  within  thirty  minutes,  and  the 
date  and  time  such  notice  was  given. 

(v>  Date  and  time  notice  w'as  given  to 
the  Airways  Communication  Station 
(Civil  Aeronautics  Administration)  that 
the  required  illumination  was  resumed. 

(4)  Upon  completion  of  the  periodic 
inspection  required  at  least  once  e?ich 
three  raonlhs: 


(1)  The  date  of  the  inspection  and  the 
condition  of  all  tower  lights  and  associ¬ 
ated  tower  lighting  control  devices,  indi¬ 
cators  and' alarm  systems. 

(ii)  Any  adjustments,  replacements, 
or  repairs  made  to  insure  compliance 
with  the  lighting  requirements  and  the 
date  such  adjustments,  replacements,  or 
repairs  were  made. 

§  3.664  (a)  Logs,  retention  of.  Logs  of 
television  broadcast  stations  shall  be  re¬ 
tained  by  the  licensee  or  permittee  for  a 
period  of  two  years;  Provided,  however. 
That  logs  involving  communications  in¬ 
cident  to  a  disaster  or  which  include 
communications  incident  to  or  involved 
in  an  investigation  by  the  Commission 
and  concerning  which  the  licensee  or 
permittee  has  been  notified,  shall  be  re¬ 
tained  by  the  licensee  or  permittee  until 
he  is  specifically  authorized  in  writing 
by  the  Commission  to  destroy  them ;  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  logs  incident  to  or 
involved  in  any  claim  or  complaint  of 
which  the  licensee  or  permittee  has 
notice  shall  be  retained  by  the  licensee 
or  permittee  until  such  claim  or  com¬ 
plaint  has  been  fully  satisfied  or  until 
the  same  has  been  barred  by  statute 
limiting  the  time  for  the  filing  of  suits 
upon  such  claims. 

(b)  Logs,  by  whom  kept.  Each  log 
shall  be  kept  by  the  person  or  persons 
competent  to  do  so,  having  actual  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  facts  required,  who  shall  sign 
the  log  wh#Pl  starting  duty  and  again 
when  going  off  duty.  The  logs  shall  be 
made  available  upon  request  by  an  au¬ 
thorized  representative  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion. 

(c)  Log  form.  The  log  shall  be  kept 
in  an  orderly  manner,  in  suitable  form, 
and  in  such  detail  that  the  data  re¬ 
quired  for  the  particular  class  of  station 
concerned  are  readily  available.  Key 
letters  or  abbreviations  may  be  used  if 
proper  meaning  or  explanation  is  con¬ 
tained  elsewhere  in  the  log. 

(d)  Correction  of  logs.  No  log  or  por¬ 
tion  thereof  shall  be  erased,  obliterated, 
or  wilfully  destroyed  within  the  period 
of  retention  provided  by  the  rules.  Any 
necessary  correction  may  be  made  only 
by  the  person  originating  the  entry  who 
shall  strike  out  the  erroneous  portion, 
initial  the  correction  made,  and  indicate 
the  date  of  correction. 

(e)  Rough  logs.  Rough  logs  may  be 
transcribed  into  condensed  form,  but  in 
such  case  the  original  log  or  memoranda 
and  all  portions  thereof  shall  be  pre¬ 
served  and  made  a  part  of  the  complete 
log. 

§  3.665  Station  inspection.  The  li¬ 
censee  of  a  television  broadcast  station 
shall  make  the  station  available  for  in¬ 
spection  by  representatives  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  at  any  reasonable  hour. 

5  3.666  Experimental  operation.  Tel¬ 
evision  broadcast  stations  may  (upon  in¬ 
formal  application)  conduct  technical 
experimentation  directed  to  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  technical  phases  of  operation 
and  for  such  purposes  may  utilize  a  sig¬ 
nal  other  than  the  standard  television 
signal  subject  to  the  following  condi¬ 
tions  : 

<a)  That  the  licensee  complies  with 
tl:3  prcv.cicns  of  S  3.C51  with  regard  to 


the  minimum  number  of  hours  of  trans. 
mission  with  a  standard  television  signal. 

(b)  'That  no  transmissions  are  radi^ 
ated  outside  of  the  authorized  channel 
and  subject  to  the  condition  that  no  in¬ 
terference  is  caused  to  the  transmissions 
of  a  standard  television  signal  by  other 
television  broadcast  stations. 

(c)  No  charges  either  direct  or  indi- 
rect  shall  be  made  by  the  licensee  of  a 
television  broadcast  station  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  or  transmission  of  programs 
when  conducting  technical  experimenta¬ 
tion. 

§  3.667  Discontinuance  of  operation. 
The  licensee  of  each  station  shall  notify 
the  Commission  in  Washington,  D.  C., 
and  the  Engineer  in  Charge  of  the  radio 
district  where  such  station  is  located 
of  permanent  discontinuance  of  opera¬ 
tion  at  least  two  days  before  operation  is 
discontinued.  The  licensee  shall,  in  ad¬ 
dition,  immediately  forward  the  station 
license  and  other  instruments  of  author¬ 
ization  to  the  Washington,  D.  C.,  office  of 
the  Commission  for  cancellation. 

'  Technical  Standards 

§  3.681  Definitions — (a)  Amplitude 
modulation  (AM).  A  system  of  modula¬ 
tion  in  which  the  envelope  of  the  trans¬ 
mitted  wave  contains  a  component 
similar  to  the  wave  form  of  the  signal 
to  be  transmitted. 

(b)  Antenna  height  above  average 
terrain.  The  average  of  the  antenna 
heights  above  the  terrain  from  2  to  10 
miles  from  the  antenna.  (In  general, 
a  different  antenna  height  will  be  de¬ 
termined  in  each  direction  from  the 
antenna.  The  average  of  these  various 
heights  is  considered  as  the  antenna 
height  above  average  terrain.) 

(c)  Antenna  power  gain.  The  square 
of  the  ratio  of  the  root-mean-square 
free  space  field  intensity  produced  at  one 
mile  in  the  horizontal  plane,  in  milli¬ 
volts  pen  meter  for  one  kilow  att  antenna 
input  pow'er  to  137.6  mv/m.  This  ratio 
should  be  expressed  in  decibels  (db). 
(If  specified  for  a  particular  direction, 
antenna  pow'er  gain  is  based  on  the  field 
strength  in  that  direction  only.  > 

(d)  Aspect  ratio.  The  numerical  ra¬ 
tio  of  the  frame  width  to  frame  height, 
as  transmitted. 

(e)  Aural  transmitter.  The  radio 
equipment  for  the  transmission  of  the 
aural  signal  only. 

(f)  Black  level.  The  amplitude  of  the 
modulating  signal  corresponding  to  the 
scanning  of  a  black  area  in  the  trans¬ 
mitted  picture. 

(g)  Center  frequency  (aural) . 

(1)  The  average  frequency  of  the 
emitted  wave  w’hen  modulated  by  a 
sinusoidal  signal. 

(2)  The  frequency  of  the  emitted 
wave  without  modulation. 

(h)  Color  field.  Scanning  through 
the  picture  area  once  in  the  chosen  scan¬ 
ning  pattern  and  in  each  of  the  primary 
colors.  In  the  line  interlaced  scanning 
pattern  of  two  to  one,  the  scanning  of 
the  alternate  lines  of  the  picture  area 
once  in  each  of  the  primary  colors. 

(i)  Color  frame.  Scanning  all  of  the 
picture  area  once  in  each  of  the  primary 
colors.  In  the  line  interlaced  scanning 
pattern  of  two  to  one,  a  color  frame 
ccn.lsLs  of  two  color  fields. 
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(j)  Color  transmission.  The  trans¬ 
mission  of  color  television  signals  which 
can  be  reproduced  with  different  values 
of  hue,  saturation,  and  luminance. 

(k»  Effective  radiated  power.  The 
product  of  the  antenna  peak  input  power 
and  the  antenna  power  gain.  This 
product  .should  be  expressed  in  kilowatts 
and  in  decibels  above  one  kilowatt  (dbk) . 
(If  specified  for  a  particular  direction, 
effective  radiated  power  is  based  on  the 
antenna  power  gain  in  that  direction 
only.  The  licensed  effective  radiated 
power  is  based  on  the  average  antenna 
power  gain  for  each  horizontal  plane 
direction. ) 

(l)  Field.  Scanning  through  the  pic¬ 
ture  area  once  in  the  chosen  scanning 
pattern  and  in  a  single  color.  In  the 
line  interlaced  scanning  pattern  of  two 
to  one.  the  scanning  of  the  alternate 
lines  of  the  picture  area  once  in  a  single 
color. 

(m)  Frame.  Scanning  all  of  the  pic¬ 
ture  area  once  in  a  single  color.  In  the 
line  interlaced  scanning  pattern  of  two 
to  one,  a  fi  ame  consists  of  two  fields. 

(n»  Free  space  field  intensity.  The 
field  intensity  that  would  exist  at  a  point 
in  the  absence  of  waves  reflected  from 
the  earth  or  other  reflecting  objects. 

(0)  Frequency  modulation  (FM).  A 
system  of  modulation  where  the  instan¬ 
taneous  radio  frequency  varies  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  instantaneous  amplitude 
of  the  modulating  signal  (amplitude  of 
modulating  signal  to  be  measured  after 
pre-empha.sis,  if  used)  and  the  instan¬ 
taneous  radio  frequency  is  independent 
of  the  frequency  of  the  modulating  sig¬ 
nal. 

(p)  Frequency  swing.  The  instan¬ 
taneous  departure  of  the  frequency  of 
the  emitted  wave  from  the  center  fre¬ 
quency  resulting  from  modulation. 

(q)  Interlaced  scanning.  A  scanning 
process  in  which  successively  scanned 
lines  are  spaced  an  integral  number  of 
line  width.s.  and  in  which  the  adjacent 
lines  are  scanned  during  successive 
cycles  of  the  field  frequency. 

(r)  Monochrome  transmission.  The 
tran.smi.s.sion  of  television  signals  which 
can  be  reproduced  in  gradations  of  a 
single  color  only. 

(s»  Negative  transmission.  Where  a 
decrease  in  initial  light  intensity  causes 
an  increase  in  the  transmitted  power. 

(t)  Peak  power.  The  power  over  a 
radio  frequency  cycle  corresponding  in 
amplitude  to  synchronizing  peaks. 

(u)  Percentage  modulation.  As  ap¬ 
plied  to  frequency  modulation,  the  ratio 
of  the  actual  frequency  swing  to  the  fre¬ 
quency  .swing  deflne(i  as  100  percent 
modulation,  expressed  in  percentage. 
For  the  aural  transmitter  of  television 
broadcast  stations,  a  frequency  swing  of 
±25  kilocycles  is  defined  as  100  percent 
modulation. 

(v)  Polarization.  The  direction  of  the 
electric  field  as  radiated  from  the 
traasmitting  antenna. 

(w)  Positive  transmission.  Where  an 
increase  in  initial  light  intensity  causes 
an  increa.se  in  the  transmitted  power. 

(x)  Progressive  scanning.  A  scan¬ 
ning  proce.ss  in  which  scanning  lines 
trace  one  dimension  substantially  paral¬ 
lel  to  a  side  of  the  picture  area  and  in 


which  successively  traced  lines  are  adja¬ 
cent. 

(y)  Scanning.  The  process  of  analyz¬ 
ing  successively,  according  to  a  prede¬ 
termined  method,  the  light  values  of 
picture  elements  constituting  the  total 
picture  area. 

(z)  Scanning  line.  A  single  continu¬ 
ous  narrow'  strip  of  the  picture  area  con¬ 
taining  highlights,  shadows,  and  half¬ 
tones,  determined  by  the  process  of 
scanning. 

(aa)  Standard  television  signal.  A 
signal  which  conforms  to  the  television 
transmission  standards. 

(bb)  Synchronization.  The  mainte¬ 
nance  of  one  operation  in  step  with  an¬ 
other. 

(cc)  Television  broadcast  band.  The 
frequencies  in  the  band  extending  from 
54  to  890  megacycles  which  are  assign¬ 
able  to  television  broadcast  stations. 
These  frequencies  are  54  to  72  megacycles 
(channels  2  through  4).  76  to  88  mega¬ 
cycles  (channels  5  and  6),  174  to  216 
megacycles  (channels  7  through  13) ,  and 
470  to  890  megacycles  (channels  14 
through  83). 

(dd)  Television  broadcast  station.  A 
station  in  the  television  broadcast  band 
transmitting  simultaneous  visual  and 
aural  signals  intended  to  be  received  by 
the  general  public. 

(ee)  Television  channel.  A  band  of 
frequencies  6  megacycles  wide  in  the 
television  broadcast  band  and  designated 
either  by  number  or  by  the  extreme  lower 
and  upper  frequencies. 

(ff)  Television  transmission  stands 
ards.  The  standards  which  determine 
the  characteristics  of  a  television  signal 
as  radiated  by  a  television  broadcast 
station. 

(gg)  Television  transmitter.  The  ra¬ 
dio  transmitter  or  transmitters  for  the 
transmission  of  both  visual  and  aural 
signals. 

(hh)  Vestigial  sideband  transmission. 
A  system  of  transmission  wherein  one  of 
the  generated  sidebands  is  partially  at¬ 
tenuated  at  the  transmitter  and  radi¬ 
ated  only  in  part. 

(ii)  Visual  frequency.  The  frequency 
of  the  signal  resulting  from  television 
.^canning. 

(jj)  Visual  transmitter.  The  radio 
equipment  for  the  transmission  of  the 
visual  signal  only. 

(kk)  Visual  transmitter  power.  The 
peak  power  output  when  transmitting 
a  standard  television  signal. 

§  3.682  Transmission  standards  and 
changes — (a)  Transmission  standards. 

(1)  The  width  of  the  television  broad¬ 
cast  channel  shall  be  six  megacycles  per 
second. 

(2)  The  visual  carrier  shall  be  located 
4.5  megacycles  lower  in  frequency  than 
the  aural  center  frequency. 

(3)  The  aural  center  frequency  shall 
be  located  0.25  megacycles  lower  than 
the  upper  frequency  limit  of  the  channel. 

(4)  The  visual  transmission  ampli¬ 
tude  characteristic  shall  be  in  accord¬ 
ance  w’ith  the  chart  designated  as  Ap¬ 
pendix  III,  Figure  3. 

(5)  For  monochrome  transmission 
the  number  of  scanning  lines  per  frame 
shall  be  525,  Interlaced  two  to  one  in  suc¬ 
cessive  fields.  The  frame  frequency 


shall  be  30,  the  field  frequency  60,  and 
the  line  frequency  15,750  per  second. 

(6)  For  color  transmissions  the  num¬ 
ber  of  scanning  lines  per  frame  shall 
be  405,  interlaced  two  to  one  in  successive 
fields  of  the  same  color.  The  frame  fre¬ 
quency  shall  be  72,  the  field  frequency 
144,  the  color  frame  frequency  24,  the 
color  field  frequency  48,  and  the  line 
frequency  29,160  per  second. 

(7)  The  aspect  ratio  of  the  transmit¬ 
ted  television  picture  shall  be  4  units 
horizontally  to  3  units  vertically. 

(8)  During  active  scanning  intervals, 
the  scene  shall  be  scanned  from  left  to 
right  horizontally  and  from  top  to  bot¬ 
tom  vertically,  at  uniform  velocities. 

(9)  A  carrier  shall  be  modulated  with¬ 
in  a  single  television  channel  for  both 
picture  and  synchronizing  signals,  the 
two  signals  comprising  different  modula¬ 
tion  ranges  in  amplitude,  in  accordance 
with  the  charts  designated  as  Appendix 
III,  Figures  3  and  4. 

(10)  A  decrease  in  initial  light  inten¬ 
sity  shall  cause  an  increase  in  radiated 
power  (negative  transmission). 

(11)  The  black  level  shall  be  repre¬ 
sented  by  a  definite  carrier  level,  inde¬ 
pendent  of  light  and  shade  in  the 
picture. 

(12)  The  pedestal  level  (normal  black 
level)  shall  be  transmitted  at  75  percent 
(with  a  tolerance  of  plus  or  minus  2.5 
percent)  of  the  peak  carrier  amplitude. 

( 13 )  The  level  at  maximum  luminance 
shall  be  15%  or  less  of  the  peak  carrier 
level. 

(14)  The  signals  radiated  shall  have 
horizontal  polarization. 

(15)  A  radiated  power  of  the  aural 
transmitter  not  less  than  50  percent  nor 
more  than  150  percent  of  the  peak  radi¬ 
ated  power  of  the  video  transmitter  shall 
be  employed, 

(16)  Variation  of  output.  The  peak- 
to-peak  variation  of  transmitter  output 
within  one  frame  of  video  signal  due  to 
all  causes,  including  hum.  noise,  and 
low-frequency  response,  measured  at 
both  synchronizing  peak  and  pedestal 
level,  shall  not  exceed  5  percent  of  the 
average  synchronizing  peak  signal 
amplitude.” 

(17)  Black  level.  The  black  level 
should  be  made  as  nearly  equal  to  the ' 
pedestal  as  the  state  of  the  art  will 
permit.  If  they  are  made  essentially 
equal,  satisfactory  operation  will  result 
and  improved  techniques  will  later  lead 
to  the  establishment  of  the  tolerance  if 
necessary.” 

(18)  Brightness  characteristics.  The 
transmitter  output  shall  vary  in  sub¬ 
stantially  inverse  logarithmic  relation  to 
the  brightness  of  the  subject.  No  toler¬ 
ances  are  set  at  this  time.” 

(19)  The  color  sequence  for  color 
transmission  shall  be  repeated  in  the 
order  red,  blue,  green,  in  successive 
fields. 

(20)  The  transmitter  color  character¬ 
istics  for  color  tiansmission  shall  be  such 
as  to  reproduce  the  transmitted  colors 
as  correctly  as  the  state  of  the  art  will 


These  items  are  subject  to  change  but 
are  considered  the  best  practice  under  tho 
present  state  of  the  art.  They  will  not  bo 
enforced  pending  a  further  determlnatlou 
thereof. 
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from  the  antenna  site  should  then  be 
determined  from  the  profile  graph  for 
each  radial.  This  may  be  obtained  by 
averaging  a  large  number  of  equally 
spaced  points,  by  using  a  planimeter,  or 
by  obtaining  the  median  elevation  (that 
exceeded  for  50  percent  of  the  distance) 
in  sectors  and  averaging  those  values. 

(e)  In  instances  where  it  is  desired  to 
determine  the  area  in  square  miles 
within  the  Grade  A  and  Grade  B  field 
Intensity  contours,  the  area  may  be  de¬ 
termined  from  the  coverage  map  by 
planimeter  or  other  approximate  means ; 
in  computing  such  areas,  exclude  (1) 
areas  beyond  the  borders  of  the  United 
States,  and  (2)  large  bodies  of  water, 
such  as  ocean  areas,  gulfs,  sounds,  bays, 
large  lakes,  etc.,  but  not  rivers. 

(f)  In  cases  where  the  terrain  in  one 
or  more  directions  from  the  antenna  site 
departs  widely  from  the  average  eleva¬ 
tion  of  the  2  to  10  mile  sector,  the  pre¬ 
diction  method  may  indicate  contour 
distances  that  are  different  from  what 
may  be  expected  in  practice.  For  ex¬ 
ample.  a  mountain  ridge  may  indicate 
the  practical  limit  of  service  although 
the  prediction  method  may  indicate 
otherwise.  In  such  cases  the  prediction 
method  should  be  followed,  but  a  supple¬ 
mental  showing  may  be  made  concerning 
the  contour  distances  as  determined  by 
other  means.  Such  supplemental  show¬ 
ing  should  describe  the  procedure  em¬ 
ployed  and  should  include  sample 
calculations.  Maps  of  predicted  cover¬ 
age  should  include  both  the  coverage  as 
predicted  by  the  regular  method  and  as 
predicted  by  a  supplemental  method. 
When  measurements  of  area  are  re¬ 
quired.  these  should  include  the  area 
obtained  by  the  regular  prediction 
method  and  the  area  obtained  by  the 
supplemental  method.  In  directions 
where  the  terrain  is  such  that  special 
problems  may  arise,  a  supplemental 
showing  of  expected  coverage  must  be 
Included  together  with  a  description  of 
the  method  used  in  predicting  such  cov¬ 
erage.  In  special  cases,  the  Commission 
may  require  additional  information  as 
to  terrain  and  coverage. 

(g)  In  the  preparation  of  the  profile 
graphs  previously  described,  the  eleva¬ 
tions  or  contour  intervals  shall  be  taken 
from  the  United  States  Geological  Sur¬ 
vey  Topographic  Quadrangle  Maps  for 
all  areas  for  which  such  maps  are  avail¬ 
able.  If  such  maps  are  not  published 
for  the  area  in  question,  the  next  best 
topographic  information  should  be  used. 
Topographic  data  may  sometimes  be  ob¬ 
tained  from  State  and  municipal  agen¬ 
cies.  Data  from  Sectional  Aeronautical 
Charts  (including  bench  marks)  or  rail¬ 
road  depot  elevations  and  highway  ele¬ 
vations  from  road  maps  may  be  used 
where  no  better  information  is  avail¬ 
able.  In  cases  where  limited  topo¬ 
graphic  data  is  available,  use  may  be 
made  of  an  altimeter  in  a  car  driven 
along  roads  extending  generally  radially 
from  the  transmitter  site.  Ordinarily 
the  Commission  will  not  require  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  topographical  maps  for  areas 
beyond  15  miles  from  the  antenna  site, 
hut  the  maps  must  include  the  principal 
city  or  cities  to  be  served.  If  it  appears 
becessary,  additional  data  may  be  re- 
Quested.  United  States  Geological  Sur¬ 


vey  Topographic  Quadrangle  Maps  may 
be  obtained  from  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Geological  Survey,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C.  Sectional  Aeronautical  Charts 
are  available  from  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  Coast  and  (Geodetic  Survey, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

5  3.685  Transmitter  location  and  an-- 
tenna  system,  (a)  The  transmitter  lo¬ 
cation  shall  be  chosen  so  that,  on  the 
basis  of  the  effective  radiated  power 
and  antenna  height  above  average  ter¬ 
rain  employed,  the  following  minimum 
field  intensity  in  decibels  above  one  mi¬ 
crovolt  per  meter  (dbu)  will  be  provided 
over  the  entire  principal  community  to 
be  served: 


Channels  2-6 

Channels  7-13 

Channels  14-83 

74  dbu 

77  dbu 

80  dbu 

(b)  Location  of  the  antenna  at  a  point 
of  high  elevation  is  necessary  to  reduce 
to  a  minimum  the  shadow  effect  on  prop¬ 
agation  due  to  hills  and  buildings  which 
may  reduce  materially  the  intensity  of 
the  station’s  signals.  In  general,  the 
transmitting  antenna  of  a  station  should 
be  located  at  the  most  central  point  at 
the  highest  elevation  available.  To  pro¬ 
vide  the  best  degree  of  service  to  an  area, 
it  is  usually  preferable  to  use  a  high  an¬ 
tenna  rather  than  a  low  antenna  with 
Increased  transmitter  power.  The  loca¬ 
tion  should  be  so  chosen  that  line-of- 
sight  can  be  obtained  from  the  antenna 
over  the  principal  city  or  cities  to  be 
served;  in  no  event  should  there  be  a 
major  obstruction  in  this  path.  The  an¬ 
tenna  must  be  constructed  so  that  it  is 
as  clear  as  possible  of  surrounding  build¬ 
ings  or  objects  that  would  cause  shadow 
problems.  It  is  recognized  that  topog- 
graphy,  shape  of  the  desired  service  area, 
and  population  distribution  may  make 
the  choice  of  a  transmitter  location  diffi¬ 
cult.  In  such  cases,  consideration  may 
be  given  to  the  use  of  a  directional  an¬ 
tenna  system,  although  it  is  generally 
preferable  to  choose  a  site  where  a  non- 
directional  antenna  may  be  employed. 

(c)  In  cases  of  questionable  antenna 
locations  it  is  desirable  to  conduct  propa¬ 
gation  tests  to  indicate  the  field  intensity 
expected  in  the  principal  city  or  cities  to 
be  served  and  in  other  areas,  particularly 
where  severe  shadow  problems  may  be 
expected.  In  considering  applications 
proposing  the  use  of  such  locations,  the 
commission  may  require  site  tests  to  be 
made.  Such  tests  should  be  made  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  measurement  proce¬ 
dure  hereafter  described,  and  full  data 
thereon  must  be  supplied  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  Test  transmitters  should  employ 
an  antenna  having  a  height  as  close  as 
possible  to  the  proposed  antenna  height, 
using  a  balloon  or  other  support  if  neces¬ 
sary  and  feasible.  Information  con¬ 
cerning  the  authorization  of  site  tests 
may  be  obtained  from  the  Commission 
upon  request. 

(d)  Present  information  is  not  suffi¬ 
ciently  complete  to  establish  “blanket 
areas”  of  television  broadcast  stations. 
A  “blanket  area”  is  that  area  adjacent 
to  a  transmitter  in  which  the  recep¬ 
tion  of  other  stations  is  subject  to  in¬ 
terference  due  to  the  strong  signal  from 


this  station.  The  authorization  of  sta¬ 
tion  construction  in  areas  where  blan¬ 
keting  is  found  to  be  excessive  will  be  on 
the  basis  that  the  applicant  will  assume 
full  responsibility  for  the  adjustment  of 
reasonable  complaints  arising  from  ex¬ 
cessively  strong  signals  of  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  station  or  take  other  corrective 
action. 

(e)  A  dhectional  antenna  Is  consid¬ 
ered  to  be  an  antenna  that  is  designed 
or  altered  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a 
noncircular  radiation  pattern.  Direc¬ 
tional  antennas  may  not  be  used  for  the 
purpose  of  reducing  minimum  mileage 
separation  requirements  but  may  be  em¬ 
ployed  for  the  purpose  of  improving 
service  or  for  the  purpose  of  using  a 
particular  site;  the  provisions  under 
which  they  may  be  authorized  are  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(1)  Directional  antennas  with  a  ratio 
of  minimum  to  maximum  radiation  in 
the  horizontal  plane  of  more  than  10 
decibels  will  not  be  permitted. 

(2)  The  minimum  effective  radiated 
power  in  any  horizontal  direction  shall 
meet  the  minimum  power  requirements 
of  §  3.614  and  Appendix  III,  Figure  1. 

(3)  The  effective  radiated  power  in 
any  horizontal  or  vertical  direction  may 
not  exceed  the  maximum  values  permit¬ 
ted  by  §  3.614  and  Appendix  III,  Figures 
2  (a)  and  2  (b). 

(4)  The  maximum  effective  radiated 
power  in  any  direction  above  the  hori¬ 
zon  shall  be  as  low  as  the  state  of  the 
art  permits  and  may  not  exceed  the 
effective  radiated  power  in  the  horizontal 
direction  in  the  same  vertical  plane. 

(f)  Applications  proposing  the  use  of 
directional  antenna  systems  must  be  ac¬ 
companied  by  the  following: 

(1)  Complete  description  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  antenna  system. 

(2)  Orientation  of  array  with  respect 
to  true  north;  time  phasing  of  fields 
from  elements  (degrees  leading  or  lag¬ 
ging)  ;  space  phasing  of  elements  (in  feet 
and  degrees) ;  and  ratio  of  fields  from 
elements. 

(3)  Horizontal  and  vertical  plane  ra¬ 
diation  patterns  showing  the  free  space 
field  intensity  in  millivolts  per  meter  at  1 
mile  and  the  effective  radiated  power. 
In  dbk,  for  each  direction.  The  method 
by  which  the  radiation  patterns  were 
computed  or  measured  shall  be  fully  de¬ 
scribed,  including  formulas  used,  equip¬ 
ment  employed,  sample  calculations  and 
tabulations  of  data.  Sufficient  vertical 
plane  patterns  shall  be  included  to  indi¬ 
cate  clearly  the  radiation  characteristics 
of  the  antenna  above  and  below  the  hori¬ 
zontal  plane.  'The  horizontal  plane  pat¬ 
tern  shall  be  plotted  on  polar  coordinate 
paper  with  reference  to  true  north.  The 
vertical  plane  patterns  shall  be  plotted 
on  rectangular  coordinate  paper  with 
reference  to  the  horizontal  plane. 

(4)  Name,  address,  and  qualifications 
of  the  engineer  making  the  calculations. 

(g)  Applications  proposing  the  use  of 
television  broadcast  antennas  within  200 
feet  of  other  television  broadcast  anten¬ 
nas  operating  on  a  channel  within  20 
percent  in  frequency  of  the  proposed 
channel,  or  proposing  the  use  of  televi¬ 
sion  broadcast  antennas  on  Channels  5 
or  6  within  200  feet  of  FM  broadcast  an¬ 
tennas,  must  include  a  showing  as  to 
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the  expected  effect.  If  any,  of  such  proxi¬ 
mate  operation. 

(h)  Where  simultaneous  use  of  an¬ 
tennas  or  antenna  structures  is  proposed, 
the  following  provisions  shall  apply: 

(1 )  In  cases  where  It  is  proposed  to  use 
a  tower  of  a  standard  broadcast  station 
as  a  supporting  structure  for  a  television 
broadcast  antenna,  an  appropriate  ap¬ 
plication  for  changes  In  the  radiating 
system  of  the  standard  broadcast  station 
must  be  filed  by  the  licensee  thereof.  A 
formal  application  (PCC  Form  301)  will 
be  required  If  the  proposal  Involves  sub¬ 
stantial  change  in  the  physical  height  or 
radiation  characteristics  of  the  stand¬ 
ard  broadcast  antennas;  otherwise  an 
Informal  application  will  be  acceptable.** 
An  application  may  be  required  for  other 
classes  of  stations  when  the  tower  is  to 
be  used  in  connection  with  a  television 
station. 

(2)  When  the  proposed  television  an¬ 
tenna  Is  to  be  mounted  on  a  tower  in  the 
vicinity  of  a  standard  broadcast  direc¬ 
tional  array  and  it  appears  that  the 
operation  of  the  directional  antenna 
system  may  be  affected,  an  engineering 
study  must  be  filed  with  the  television 
application  concerning  the  effect  of  the 
television  antenna  on  the  directional 
pattern.  Readjustment  and  field  inten¬ 
sity  measurements  of  the  standard 
broadcast  station  may  be  required  fol¬ 
lowing  construction  of  the  television  an¬ 
tenna. 

(1)  The  provisions  of  Part  17  of  the 
Commission’s  rules  shall  govern  the  con¬ 
struction,  marking  and  lighting  require¬ 
ments  of  antenna  structures  used  by 
television  broadcast  stations.  In  the 
event  a  common  tower  is  used  by  two  or 
more  licensees  or  permittees  for  antenna 
and/or  antenna  supporting  purposes,  the 
licensee  or  permittee  who  is  owner  of  the 
tower  shall  assume  full  responsibility  for 
the  installation  and  maintenance  of  any 
painting  and/or  lighting  requirements. 
In  the  event  of  shared  ownership,  one 
licensee  or  permittee  shall  assume  such 
responsibility  and  advise  the  .Commis¬ 
sion  accordingly. 

§  3.686  Measurements  for  rule  making 
purposes  and  upon  request  of  the  Com~ 
mission,  (a)  Except  as  provided  for  in 
fi  3.612,  television  broadcast  stations 
shall  not  be  protected  against  any  type 
of  Interference  or  propagation  effect. 
Persons  desiring  to  submit  testimony, 
evidence,  or  data  to  the  Commission  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  tech¬ 
nical  standards  contained  in  this  sub¬ 
part  do  not  properly  reflect  any  given 
types  of  interference  or  propagation  ef¬ 
fects  may  do  so  only  in  appropriate  rule 
making  proceedings  to  amend  such  tech¬ 
nical  standards.  Persons  making  field 
intensity  measurements  for  formal  sub¬ 
mission  to  the  Commission  in  rule  mak¬ 
ing  proceedings,  or  making  such 
measurements  upon  the  request  of  the 
Commission,  should  comply  with  the 
procedure  for  making  such  measure¬ 
ments  as  outlined  below. 

(b)  Measurements  made  to  determine 
field  Intensities  of  television  broadcast 
stations  should  be  made  with  mobile 


*■  In  case  of  doubt,  an  Informal  appli- 
catloB  (letter)  together  with  complete  engi¬ 
neering  data  should  be  submitted. 


equipment  along  roads  which  are  as 
close  and  similar  as  possible  to  the  radi- 
als  showing  topography  which  were 
submitted  with  the  application  for  con¬ 
struction  permit.**  Suitable  measuring 
equipment  and  a  continuous  recording 
device  must  be  employed,  the  chart  of 
which  is  either  directly  driven  from  the 
speedometer  of  the  automobile  in  which 
the  equipment  is  mounted  or  so  ar¬ 
ranged  that  distances  and  identifying 
landmarks  can  be  readily  noted.  The 
measuring  equipment  must  be  calibrated 
against  recognized  standards  of  field  in¬ 
tensity  and  so  constructed  that  it  will 
maintain  an  acceptable  accuracy  of 
measurement  while  in  motion  or  when 
stationary.  The  equipment  should  be  so 
operated  that  the  recorder  chart  can  be 
calibrated  directly  in  field  Intensity  in 
order  to  facilitate  analysis  of  the  chart. 
The  receiving  antenna  must  be  hori¬ 
zontally  polarized  and  should  be  non- 
directional, 

(c)  Mobile  measurements  should  be 
made  with  a  minimum  chart  speed  of  3 
Inches  per  mile  and  preferably  5  or  6 
inches  per  mile.  Locations  shall  be 
noted  on  the  recorder  chart  as  frequently 
as  necessary  to  fix  definitely  the  relation 
between  the  measured  field  Intensity  and 
the  location.  The  time  constant  of  the 
equipment  should  be  such  as  to  permit 
adequate  analysis  of  the  charts,  and  the 
time  constant  employed  shall  be  shown. 
Measurements  should  be  made  to  a  point 
on  each  radial  well  beyond  the  particu¬ 
lar  contour  under  investigation. 

(d)  While  making  field  intensity 
measurements  either  the  visual  or  the 
aural  transmitter  may  be  used.  If  the 
visual  transmitter  is  used,  it  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  a  black  picture  be  trans¬ 
mitted  or  that  the  transmitter  be  op¬ 
erated  at  black  level  without  synchroni¬ 
zation  peaks.  Operation  at  a  power 
somewhat  less  than  black  level  is  per¬ 
missible  but  too  great  a  reduction  in 
power  is  not  recommended  due  to  the 
difficulty  of  recording  weak  signals.  In 
any  event,  an  appropriate  factor  shall  be 
used  to  convert  the  readings  obtained  to 
the  field  strength  that  would  exist  on 
synchronization  peaks  while  operating 
at  the  authorized  power. 

(e)  After  the  measurements  are  com¬ 
pleted.  the  recorder  chart  should  be  di¬ 
vided  into  not  less  than  15  sections  on 
each  equivalent  radial  from  the  station. 
The  field  intensity  in  each  section  of  the 
chart  should  be  analyzed  to  determine 
the  field  Intensity  received  50  percent  of 
the  distance  (median  field)  throughout 
the  section,  and  this  median  field  in¬ 
tensity  associated  with  the  correspond¬ 
ing  sector  of  the  radial.  The  field 
intensity  figures  must  be  corrected  for  a 
receiving  antenna  elevation  of  30  feet 
and  for  any  directional  effects  of  the  au¬ 
tomobile  and  receiving  antenna  not 
otherwise  compensated.  This  data 
should  be  plott^  for  each  radial,  using 
log-log  coordinate  paper  with  distance 
as  the  abscissa  and  field  intensity  as  the 
ordinate.  A  smooth  curve  should  be 
drawn  through  these  points  (of  median 
fields  for  all  sectors)  and  this  curve  used 


■*  CluBtar  and  spot  measurements  may  also 
be  submitted,  if  accompanied  by  a  complete 
showing  of  the  procedures  employed. 


to  determine  the  distance  to  the  desired 
contour.  The  distances  obtained  for 
each  radial  may  then  be  plotted  on  the 
map  of  predicted  coverage  or  on  polar 
coordinate  paper  (excluding  water 
areas,  etc.)  to  determine  the  service  and 
Interference  areas  of  a  station. 

(f)  In  certain  cases  the  Commission 
may  desire  more  information  or  record- 
ings  and  in  these  instances  special  in¬ 
structions  will  be  Issued. 

(g)  Data  obtained  in  conjunction  with 
field  Intensity  measurements  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Commission  in  affidavit 
form  in  triplicate.  Including  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

(1)  Map  or  maps  showing  the  roads 
or  points  w’here  measurements  were 
made,  the  service  and/or  interference 
areas  determined  by  the  prediction 
method  and  by  the  measurements,  and 
any  unusual  terrain  characteristics 
existing  in  these  areas.  The  maps, 
preferably  of  a  type  showing  topography 
in  the  area,  should  show  the  Grade  A 
and  Grade  B  field  Intensity  contours. 

(2)  If  a  directional  transmitting  an¬ 
tenna  is  employed,  a  diagram  on  polar 
coordinate  paper  showing  the  predicted 
free  space  field  Intensity  in  millivolts  per 
meter  at  1  mile  in  all  directions. 

(3)  A  full  description  of  the  proce¬ 
dures  and  methods  employed,  including 
the  type  of  equipment,  the  method  of 
installation  and  operation,  and  calibra¬ 
tion  procedm'es. 

(4)  Complete .  data  obtained  during 
the  survey.  Including  calibration,  (Only 
the  original  or  one  photostatic  copy  of 
the  recording  tapes,  or  representative 
samples,  need  be  submitted.) 

(5)  Antenna  system  and  power  em¬ 
ployed  during  the  survey. 

(6)  Name,  address,  and  qualifications 
of  the  engineer  or  engineers  making  the 
measurements. 

§  3.687  Transmitters  and  associated 
equipment — (a)  Visual  transmitter.  (1) 
The  over-all  attenuation  characteristics 
of  the  transmitter,  measured  in  the  an¬ 
tenna  transmission  line  after  the 
vestigial  sideband  filter  (if  used),  shall 
not  be  greater  than  the  following 
amounts  below  the  Ideal  demodulated 
curve.  (See  Appendix  III,  Figure  7.) 

2  db  at  0.5  me 
2  db  at  1.25  mo 
a  db  at  2.0  mo 
6  db  at  3.0  me 
12  db  at  8.6  mo 

The  curve  shall  be  substantially  smooth 
between  these  specified  points,  exclusive 
of  the  region  from  0.75  to  1.25  me.” 

(2)  The  field  strength  or  voltage  of 
the  lower  sideband,  as  radiated  or  dis¬ 
sipated  and  measured  as  described  in 
subjiaragraph  (3)  of  this  paragraph, 
shall  not  be  greater  than  —20  db  for  a 
modulating  frequency  of  1.25  me  or 
greater.** 

«  Output  measurement  shall  be  made  with 
the  transmitter  operating  Into  a  dumr^ 
load  of  pure  resistance  and  the  demodulated 
voltage  measured  across  this  load.  The  ideal 
demodulated  curve  is  that  shown  in  Appendix 
ni.  Figure  7. 

**  Field  strength  measurements  are  deslrecl. 
It  is  anticipated  that  these  may  not  yield 
data  which  are  consistent  enough  to 
compliance  with  the  attenuation  standards 
prescribed  above.  In  that  case,  measure* 
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(3)  The  attenuation  characteristics  of 
a  visual  transmitter  shall  be  measured  by 
application  of  a  modulating  signal  to  the 
transmitter  input  terminals  in  place  of 
the  normal  composite  television  video 
signal.  The  signal  applied  shall  be  a 
composite  signal  composed  of  a  synchro¬ 
nising  signal  to  establish  peak  output 
voltage  plus  a  variable  frequency  sine 
wave  voltage  occupying  the  interval  be¬ 
tween  synchronizing  pulses.  The  axis 
of  the  sine  wave  in  the  composite  signal 
observed  in  the  output  monitor  shall  be 
maintained  at  an  amplitude  0.5  of  the 
voltage  at  synchronizing  peaks.  The 
amplitude  of  the  sine  wave  input  shall 
be  held  at  a  constant  value.  This  con¬ 
stant  value  should  be  such  that  at  no 
modulating  frequency  does  the  maximum 
excursion  of  the  sine  wave,  observed  in 
the  composite  output  signal  monitor, 
exceed  the  value  0.75  of  peak  output  volt¬ 
age.  Tlie  amplitude  of  the  100-kilocycle 
sideband  shall  be  measured  and  desig¬ 
nated  zero  db  as  a  basis  for  comparison. 
The  modulation  signal  frequency  shall 
then  be  varied  over  the  desired  range 
and  the  field  strength  or  signal  voltage 
of  the  corresponding  sidebands  meas¬ 
ured.  As  an  alternate  method  of  meas¬ 
uring,  in  those  cases  in  which  the 
automatic  d-c  insertion  can  be  replaced 
by  manual  control,  the  above  character¬ 
istic  may  be  taken  by  the  use  of  a  video 
sweep  generator  and  without  the  use  of 
pedestal  synchronizing  pulses.  The  d-c 
level  shall  be  set  for  midcharacteristic 
operation.” 

(4)  The  radio  frequency  signal,  as 
radiated,  shall  have  an  envelope  as  would 
be  produced  by  a  modulating  signal  in 
conformity  with  Appendix  III,  Figure  4, 
as  modified  by  vestigial  sideband  opera¬ 
tion  specified  by  Appendix  III,  Figure  3. 

(5)  The  time  interval  between  the 
leading  edges  of  successive  horizontal 
pulses  shall  vary  less  than  one-half  of  1 
percent  of  the  average  interval. 

(6)  The  rate  of  change  of  the  fre¬ 
quency  of  recurrence  of  the  leading 
edges  of  the  horizontal  synchronizirig 
signals  shall  not  be  greater  than  0.15 
percent  per  second,  the  frequency  to  be 
determined  by  an  averaging  process  car¬ 
ried  out  over  a  period  of  not  less  than  20, 
nor  more  than  100  lines,  such  lines  not 
to  include  any  portion  of  the  vertical 
blanking  signal. 

(7)  Sufficient  monitoring  equipment 
shall  be  employed  to  determine  whether 
the  visual  signal  complies  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  this  subpart. 

(b)  Aural  transmitter.  (1)  The 
transmitter  shall  operate  satisfactorily 
with  a  frequency  swing  of  ±25  kilo¬ 
cycles,  which  is  considered  100  percent 
modulation.  It  is  recommended,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  transmitter  be  designed  to 
operate  satisfactorily  with  a  frequency 
swing  of  at  least  ±  40  kilocycles. 

<2)  The  transmitting  system  (from 
input  terminals  of  microphone  pre-am- 

ments  w'ith  a  dummy  load  of  pure  resistance, 
togother  with  data  on  the  antenna  character¬ 
istics,  shall  be  taken  in  place  of  over-all  field 
measurements.  The  "synchronizing  signal” 
referred  to  in  these  paragraphs  means  either 
•  standard  synchronizing  wave  form  or  any 
pulse  that  will  properly  set  the  peak. 
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plifier,  through  audio  facilities  at  the 
studio,  through  telephone  lines  or  other 
circuits  between  studio  and  transmitter, 
through  audio  facilities  at  the  transmit¬ 
ter,  and  through  the  transmitter,  but 
excluding  equalizers  for  the  correction 
of  deficiencies  in  microphone  response) 
shall  be  capable  of  transmitting  a  band 
of  frequencies  from  50  to  15,000  cycles. 
Pre-emphasis  shall  be  employed  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  impedance-frequency 
characteristic  of  a  series  inductance- 
resistance  network  having  a  time  con¬ 
stant  of  75  microseconds.  (See  Appen¬ 
dix  III,  Figure  8.)  The  deviation  of  the 
system  response  from  the  standard  pre¬ 
emphasis  curve  shall  lie  between  two 
limits  as  shown  by  Appendix  III,  Figure  8. 
The  upper  of  these  limits  shall  be  uni¬ 
form  (no  deviation)  from  50  to  15,000 
cycles.  The  lower  limit  shall  be  uni¬ 
form  from  100  to  7,500  cycles,  and  three 
db  below  the  upper  limit;  from  100  ta 
50  cycles  the  lower  limit  shall  fall  from 
three  db  limit  at  a  uniform  rate  of  one  db 
per  octave  (4  db  at  50  cycles);  from 
7,500  to  15,000  cycles  the  lower  limit 
shall  fall  from  three  db  limit  at  a  uni¬ 
form  rate  of  two  db  per  octave  (5  db  at 
15,000  cycles). 

(3)  At  any  modulating  frequency  be¬ 
tween  50  and  15,000  cycles  and  at  modu¬ 
lation  percentages  of  25  percent,  50  per¬ 
cent,  and  100  percent,  the  combined 
audio  frequency  harmonics  measured  in 
the  output  of  the  system  shall  not  exceed 
the  root-mean-squarc  values  given  in 
the  following  table: 

Distortion 

Modulation  frequency  (percent) 

60  to  100  cycles _ 3.5 

100  to  7,500  cycles _  2.  5 

7,500  to  15,000  cycles _ -  3.  0 

(i)  Measurement  shall  be  made  em¬ 
ploying  75  microsecond  de-emphasis  in 
the  measuring  equipment  and  75  micro¬ 
second  pre-emphasis  in  the  transmitting 
equipment,  and  without  compression  if  a 
compression  amplifier  is  employed. 
Harmonics  shall  be  included  to  30  kc.” 

(ii)  It  is  recommended  that  none  of 
the  three  main  divisions  of  the  system^ 
(transmitter,  studio  to  transmitter  cir¬ 
cuit,  and  audio  facilities)  contribute  over 
one-half  of  these  percentages,  since  at 
some  frequencies  the  total  distortion  may 
become  the  arithmetic  sum  of  the  distor¬ 
tions  of  the  divisions. 

(4)  The  transmitting  system  output 
noise  level  (frequency  modulation)  in  the 
band  of  50  to  15,000  cycles  shall  be  at 
least  55  db  below  the  audio  frequency 
level  representing  a  frequency  swing  of 
±:25  kc.“ 

(5)  The  transmitting  system  output 
noise  level  (amplitude  modulation)  in 
the  band  of  50  to  15,000  cycles  shall  be  at 

*•  Measurements  of  distortion  using  de-em¬ 
phasis  in  the  measuring  equipment  are  not 
practical  at  the  present  time  for  the  range 
7,500  to  15,000  cycles  for  25  and  50  percent 
modulation.  Therefore,  measurements 
should  be  made  at  100  percent  modulation 
and  on  at  least  the  following  modulating 
frequencies:  50,  100,  400,  1,000,  5,000,  10,000, 
and  15,000  cycles.  At  25  and  50  percent 
modulation,  measurements  should  be  made 
on  at  least  the  following  modulating  fre¬ 
quencies:  50,  100,  400,  1,000  and  5,000  cycles. 


least  50  db  below  the  level  representing 
100  percent  amplitude  modulation." 

(6)  If  a  limiting  or  compression 
amplifier  is  employed,  precaution  should 
be  maintained  in  Its  connection  in  the 
circuit  due  to  the  use  of  pre-emphasis  in 
the  transmitting  system. 

(7)  A  modulation  monitor  shall  be  in 
operation  at  the  aural  transmitter.  The 
percentage  of  modulation  of  the  aural 
transmissions  shall  be  maintained  as 
high  as  possible  consistent  with  good 
quality  of  transmission  and  good  broad¬ 
cast  practice  and  in  no  case  less  than 
85  percent  nor  more  than  100  percent 
on  peaks  of  frequent  recurrence  during 
any  selection  which  normally  is  trans¬ 
mitted  at  the  highest  level  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  under  consideration. 

(c)  Requirements  applicable  to  both 
visual  and  aural  transmitters.  (1) 
Automatic  means  shall  be  provided  in 
the  visual  transmitter  to  maintain  the 
carrier  frequency  within  one  kilocycle  of 
the  authorized  frequency;  automatic 
means  shall  be  provided  in  the  aural 
transmitter  to  maintain  the  carrier  fre¬ 
quency  within  four  kilocycles  of  the  as¬ 
signed  aural  carrier  frequency  or. 
alternatively.  4.5  megacycles  above  the 
actual  visual  carrier  frequency  within 
five  kilocycles.  When  required  by 
5  3.606,  the  visual  and  aural  carrier  fre¬ 
quencies  are  to  be  offset  in  frequency  by 
10  kilocycles  (plus  or  minus,  as  indi¬ 
cated)  from  the  normal  carrier  fre¬ 
quencies.’* 

(2)  The  transmitters  shall  be  equipped 
with  suitable  indicating  instruments  for 
the  determination  of  operating  power 
and  with  other  instruments  necessary 
for  proper  adjustment,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  equipment. 

(3)  Adequate  provision  shall  be  made 
for  varying  the  output  power  of  the 
transmitters  to  compensate  for  exces¬ 
sive  variations  in  line  voltage  or  for 
other  factors  affecting  the  output  power. 

(4)  Adequate  provisions  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  in  all  component  parts  to  avoid 
overheating  at  the  rated  maximum  out¬ 
put  powers. 

(5)  Frequency  monitors  for  the  visual 
and  aural  transmitters,  independent  of 
the  frequency  control  of  the  transmit¬ 
ters,  shall  be  in  operation  at  the  trans¬ 
mitters. 

(6)  In  the  event  the  visual  monitor¬ 
ing  equipment,  the  aural  modulation 
monitor,  or  the  visual  or  aural  frequency 
monitor  becomes  defective,  the  station 
may  be  operated  without  such  equipment 
pending  its  repair  or  replacement  for  a 
period  not  in  excess  of  60  days  without 
further  authority  of  the  Commission: 
Provided.  That — 

(i)  Appropriate  entries  shall  be  made 
In  the  operating  log  of  the  station  to 
show  the  date  and  time  the  equipment 
was  removed  from  and  restored  to 


*"  For  the  purpose  of  these  measurements, 
the  visual  transmitter  should  be  inoperative 
since  the  exact  amount  of  noise  permissible 
from  that  source  is  not  known  at  this  time. 

Television  broadcast  stations  authorized 
as  of  April  1,  1952,  are  permitted  a  frequency 
tolerance  of  0.002  percent  from  the  assigned 
visual  and  aural  carrier  frequencies  until 
April  1,  1953. 
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(ii)  The  Engineer  in  Charge  of  the 
radio  district  in  which  the  station  is 
located  shall  be  notified  both  immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  equipment  is  found  to  be 
defective  and  immediately  after  the  re¬ 
paired  or  replacement  equipment  has 
been  installed  and  is  functioning  prop¬ 
erly. 

(iii)  During  the  period  when  the  sta¬ 

tion  is  operated  without  the  aural  modu¬ 
lation  monitor  or  the  visual  monitoring 
equipment,  the  licensee  shall  provide 
other  suitable  means  for  insuring  that 
the  aural  modulation  is  maintained 
within  the  tolerance  prescribed  in  para¬ 
graph  (b)  (7)  of  this  section  and  that 
the  visual  signal  is  maintained  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  requirements  of  this 
subpart.  ^ 

<iv)  During  the  period  when  the  sta¬ 
tion  is  operated  without  the  visual  or 
aural  frequency  monitor,  the  respective 
carrier  frequency  shall  be  compared  with 
an  external  frequency  source  of  known 
accuracy  at  suflBciently  frequent  inter¬ 
vals  to  insure  that  the  frequency  is  main¬ 
tained  within  the  tolerance  prescribed 
in  subparagraph  (1)  of  this  paragraph. 
An  entry  shall  be  made  in  the  station  log 
as  to  the  method  used  and  the  results 
thereof. 

( V )  If  conditions  beyond  the  control  of 
the  licensee  or  permittee  prevent  the  res¬ 
toration  of  the  monitor  or  monitoring 
equipment  to  service  w'ithin  the  above 
allowed  period,  an  informal  request  in 
accordance  with  §  1.332  (d)  may  be  filed 
with  the  Engineer  in  Charge  of  the  radio 
district  in  which  the  station  is  located 
for  such  additional  time  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired  to  complete  repairs  of  the  defec¬ 
tive  instrument  or  equipment. 

(d)  Construction.  Irt  general,  the 
transmitters  shall  be  mounted  either  on 
racks  and  panels  or  in  totally  enclosed 
frames  protected  as  required  by  article 
810  of  the  National  Electrical  Code,*'  and 
as  set  forth  below : 

<  1 )  Means  shall  be  provided  for  mak¬ 
ing  all  tuning  adjustments,  requiring 
voltages  in  excess  of  350  volts  to  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  circuit,  from  the  front  of  the- 
panels  with  all  access  doors  closed. 

(2'  Proper  bleeder  resistors  or  other 
automatic  means  shall  be  installed  across 
all  the  capacitor  banks  to  lower  any  volt¬ 
age  which  may  remain  accessible  with 
access  door  open  to  less  than  350  volts 
within  two  seconds  after  the  access  door 
is  opened. 

(3)  All  plate  supply  and  other  high 
voltage  equipment,  including  transferm- 


•^Tlie  pertinent  sections  of  article  810  of 
the  National  Electrical  Code  read  as  follows: 
*■8191.  General;  Transmitters  shall  comply 
with  the  following: 

*‘a.  EnclosiJig.  The  transmitter  shall  be 
enclosed  In  a  metal  frame  or  grille,  or  sepa¬ 
rated  from  the  operating  space  by  a  barrier 
or  other  equivalent  means,  all  metallic  parts 
of  which  are  effectually  connected  to  ground. 

'•b.  Grounding  of  controls.  All  external 
metallic  handles  and  controls  accessible  to 
the  operating  personnel  shall  be  effectually 
grounded.  No  circuit  in  excess  of  150  volts 
shall  have  any  parts  exposed  to  direct  con¬ 
tact.  A  complete  dead-front  tjTie  of  switch¬ 
board  is  preferred. 

"c.  Interlocks  on  doors.  All  access  doors 
•hall  be  provided  with  interlocks  which  '”*11 
disconnect  all  voltages  in  excess  of  350  ’t' 

when  a:iy  across  door  is  opened." 


ers,  filters,  rectifiers  and  motor  genera¬ 
tors,  shall  be  protected  so  as  to  prevent 
injury  to  operating  personnel. 

(i)  Commutator  guards  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  on  all  high  voltage  rotating  ma¬ 
chinery.  Coupling  guards  should  be 
provided  on  motor  generators. 

(ii)  Power  equipment  and  control 
panels  of  the  transmitters  shall  meet  the 
above  requirements  (exposed  220-volt 
A.  C.  switching  equipment  on  the  front  of 
the  power  control  panels  is  not  recom¬ 
mended  but  is  not  prohibited). 

(iii)  Power  equipment  located  at  a 
television  broadcast  station  not  directly 
associated  with  the  transmitters  (not 
purchased  as  part  of  same),  such  as 
power  distribution  panels,  are  not  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  this  subpart. 

(4)  The  following  provisions  shall  be 
applicable  to  metering  equipment: 

(1)  All  instruments  having  more  than 
1,000  volts  potential  to  ground  on  the 
movement  shall  be  protected  by  a  cage  or 
cover  in  addition  to  the  regular  case. 
(Some  instruments  are  designed  by  the 
manufacturers  to  operate  safely  with 
voltages  in  excess  of  1,000  volts  on  the 
movement.  If  it  can  be  shown  by  the 
manufacturer’s  rating  that  the  instru¬ 
ment  will  operate  safely  at  the  applied 
potential,  additional  protection  is  not 
necessary.) 

(ii)  In  case  the  plate  voltmeters  are 
located  on  the  low  potential  side  of  the 
multiplier  resistors  with  the  high  poten¬ 
tial  terminal  of  the  instruments  at  or 
less  than  1,000  volts  above  ground,  no 
protective  case  is  required.  However,  it 
is  good  practice  to  protect  voltmeters 
subject  to  more  than  5,000  volts  with 
suitable  over-voltage  protective  devices 
across  the  instrument  terminals  in  case 
the  winding  opens. 

( iii )  Transmission  line  meters  and  any 
other  radio  frequency  instrument  which 
may  be  necessary  for  the  operator  to 
read  shall  be  so  installed  as  to  be  read 
easily  and  accurately  without  the  oper¬ 
ator  having  to  risk  contact  with  circuits 
carrying  high  potential  radio  frequency 
energy. 

(e)  Wiring  and  shielding.  (1)  The 
transmitter  panels  or  units  shall  be 
w  ired  in  accordance  with  standard  prac¬ 
tice.  such  as  insulated  leads  properly 
cabled  and  supported,  coaxial  cables,  or 
rigid  bus  bar  properly  insulated  and 
protected. 

( 2 )  Wiring  between  units  of  the  trans¬ 
mitters,  with  the  exception  of  circuits 
carrying  radio  frequency  energy  or  video 
energy,  shall  be  installed  in  conduits  or 
approved  fiber  or  metal  raceways  to  pro¬ 
tect  it  from  mechanical  injury. 

(3)  Circuits  carrying  radio  frequency 
or  video  energy  between  units  shall  be 
coaxial  cables,  two  wire  balanced  lines, 
or  property  shielded  lines. 

(4)  All  stages  or  units  shall  be  ade¬ 
quately  shielded  and  filtered  to  prevent 
interaction  and  radiation. 

(5)  The  frequency  and  modulation 
monitors  and  associated  radio  frequency 
Kn-’s  to  the  tiansinitter  shall  be  thor- 
cuihly  shielded. 

(f)  Auxiliary  trensmitters.  Auxiliary 
transmitters  may  not  exceed  the  power 
rating  of  the  main  transmitters.  As  a 
general  guide,  .specifications  for  auxiliary 
transmitters  should  conform  as  much  as 


possible  to  tho.se  of  the  main  transmIU 
ters.  No  requirements  are  set  forth  at 
this  time. 

(g)  Installation.  (1)  The  installation 
of  transmitting  equipment  shall  be  made 
in  suitable  quarters. 

(2)  Suitable  facilities  shall  be  pro- 
vided  for  the  welfare  and  comfort  of  the 
operator. 

(h)  Spare  tubes.  (1)  A  spare  tube  of 
every  type  employed  in  the  transmitters 
and  the  frequency  and  modulation  moni- 
tors  shall  be  kept  on  hand  at  the  equip¬ 
ment  location.  When  more  than  one 
tube  of  any  type  is  employed,  the  follow¬ 
ing  table  determines  the  number  of 
spares  of  that  type  required: 

Spares 

Number  of  each  type  employed:  required 

1  or  2 .  1 

3  to  5 _  2 

6  to  8 _  3 

9  or  more _ 4 

(2)  An  accurate  circuit  diagram  and 
list  of  required  spare  tubes,  as  furnished 
by  the  manufacturer  of  the  equipment, 
shall  be  supplied  and  retained  at  the 
transmitter  location. 

(i)  Operation.  (1)  Spurious  emis¬ 
sions,  including  radio  frequency  har¬ 
monics.  shall  be  maintained  at  as  low  a 
level  £U5  the  state  of  the  art  permits. 

(2)  If  a  limiting  or  compression 
amplifier  is  used  in  conjunction  with 
the  aural  transmitter,  due  operating  pre¬ 
cautions  should  be  maintained  because 
of  pre-emphasis  in  the  transmitting 
system. 

(j)  Studio  equipment.  Studio  equip¬ 
ment  shall  be  subject  to  all  the  above 
requirements  where  applicable,  except  as 
follows: 

(1)  If  properly  covered  by  an  under¬ 
writer’s  certificate,  it  will  be  considered 
as  satisfying  safety  requirements. 

(ii  Section  8191  of  article  810  of  the 
National  Electrical  Code  shall  apply  for 
voltages  only  in  excess  of  500  volts. 

( 3 )  No  specific  requirements  arc  made 
relative  to  the  design  and  acoustical 
treatment  of  studios.  However,  the  de¬ 
sign  of  studios,  particularly  the  main 
studio,  shall  be  compatible  with  the  re¬ 
quired  performance  characteristics  of 
television  broadcast  stations, 

5  3.688  Indicating  instruments,  (a) 
Each  television  broadcast  station  shall 
be  equipped  with  indicating  instruments 
for  measuring  the  direct  plate  voltage 
and  current  of  the  last  radio  stage  of  the 
visual  and  aural  transmitters  and  the 
transmission  line  radio  frequency  cur¬ 
rent.  voltage,  or  power  of  both  trans¬ 
mitters;  such  histruments  shall  conform 
to  the  specifications  therefor  set  forth  in 
this  subpart. 

(b)  The  following  requirements  and 
specifications  shall  apply  to  indicating 
instruments  used  by  television  broadcast 
stations  in  compliance  with  paragraph 
(a  >  of  this  section : 

(1)  Length  of  scale  shall  be  not  less 
than  2”i()  inches. 

(2)  Accuracy  shall  be  at  least  2  per¬ 
cent  of  the  full  scale  reading, 

(3)  Scale  shall  have  at  least  40  divi- 

sions.  . 

(4>  Pull  scale  reading  shall  be 
greater  than  five  times  the  minimum 
normal  indication. 
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(5 )  No  specifications  are  prescribed  at 
this  time  regarding  the  peak  indicating 
device  required  by  §  3.689  (b). 

(c)  Any  required  instrument,  the  ac¬ 
curacy  of  which  is  questionable,  shall  not 
be  employed.  Repairs  and  calibration 
of  instruments  shall  be  made  by  the 
manufacturer,  or  by  an  authorized  in¬ 
strument  repair  service  of  the  manu¬ 
facturer,  or  by  some  other  properly 
qualified  or  equipped  instrument  repair 
service.  In  any  case,  the  repaired 
Instrument  must  be  supplied  with  a 
certificate  of  calibration. 

(d>  Recording  instruments  may  be 
employed  in  addition  to  the  indicating 
instruments  to  record  the  direct  plate 
current  and/or  voltage  to  the  last  radio 
stage  provided  that  they  do  not  affect 
the  operation  of  the  circuits  or  accuracy 
of  the  indicating  instruments.  If  the 
records  are  to  be  used  in  any  proceeding 
before  the  Commission,  as  represent¬ 
ative  of  operation,  the  accuracy  must  be 
the  equivalent  of  the  indicating  instru¬ 
ments  and  the  calibration  shall  be 
checked  at  such  intervals  as  to  insure  the 
retention  of  .such  accuracy. 

(e)  The  function  of  each  instrument 
used  in  the  equipment  shall  be  clearly 
and  permanently  shown  on  the  instru¬ 
ment  itself  or  on  the  panel  immediately 
adjacent  thereto. 

(fi  In  the  event  that  any  one  of  the 
Indicating  instruments  required  by 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  becomes 
defective  w’hen  no  substitute  which  con¬ 
forms  with  the  required  specifications  is 
available,  the  station  may  be  operated 
without  the  defective  instrument  pend¬ 
ing  its  repair  or  replacement  for  a  period 
not  in  exce.ss  of  60  days:  Provided,  that — 

(1)  Appropriate  entries  shall  be  made 
In  the  operating  log  of  the  station,  show¬ 
ing  the  date  and  time  the  meter  was 
removed  from  and  restored  to  service. 

(2)  The  Engineer  in  Charge  of  the 
radio  district  in  which  the  station  is 
located  .shall  be  notified  both  immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  instrument  is  found  to 
be  defective  and  immediately  after  the 


repaired  or  replacement  instrument  has 
been  installed  and  Is  functioning 
properly. 

(3)  If  the  defective  instrument  is  a 
plate  voltmeter  or  plate  ammeter  in  the 
last  radio  stage,  the  operating  power 
shall  be  maintained  by  means  of  the 
radio  frequency  transmission  line  meter. 

(4)  If  conditions  beyond  the  control  of 
the  licensee  prevent  the  restoration  of 
the  meter  to  service  within  the  above 
allowed  period,  informal  request  may  be 
filed  in  accordance  with  §  1.332  (d)  of 
this  chapter  with  the  Engineer  in  Charge 
of  the  radio  district  in  which  the  station 
Is  located  for  such  additional  time  as 
may  be  required  to  complete  repairs  ot. 
the  defective  instrument. 

5  3.689  Operating  power — (a)  Deter~ 
mviation — (1)  Visual  transmitter.  The 
operating  power  of  the  visual  transmitter 
shall  be  determined  at  the  output  ter¬ 
minal  of  the  vestigial  sideband  filter,  if 
such  filter  is  used;  otherwise,  at  the 
transmitter  output  terminal.  The  aver¬ 
age  power  shall  be  measured  while  oper¬ 
ating  into  a  dummy  load  of  substantially 
zero  reactance  and  a  resistance  equal  to 
the  transmission  line  surge  impedance, 
while  transmitting  a  standard  black  tele¬ 
vision  picture.  The  peak  pow’er  shall  be 
the  power  obtained  by  this  method,  mul¬ 
tiplied  by  the  factor  1.68.  During  this 
measurement  the  direct  plate  voltage 
and  current  of  the  last  radio  stage  and 
the  peak  output  voltage  or  current  shall 
be  read  for  u.se  below’. 

(2)  Aural  transmitter.  The  operating 
power  of  the  aural  transmitter  shall  be 
determined  by  the  indirect  method. 
This  is  the  product  of  the  plate  voltage 
iEp)  and  the  plate  current  (/p)  of  the 
last  radio  stage,  and  an  efficiency  factor, 
F;  that  is: 

Operating  power  =  £p  x /p  X  F  * 

(i)  The  efficiency  factor,  F,  shall  be 
established  by  the  transmitter  manu¬ 
facturer  for  each  type  of  transmitter  for 
which  he  submits  data  to  the  Commis¬ 


sion,  and  shall  be  shown  In  the  Instruc¬ 
tion  books  supplied  to  the  customer  with 
each  transmitter.  In  the  case  of  com¬ 
posite  equipment,  the  factor  F  shall  be 
furnished  to  the  Commission  by  the  ap¬ 
plicant  along  with  a  statement  of  t^e 
basis  used  in  determining  such  factor. 

(b)  Maintenance — (1)  Visual  trans¬ 
mitter.  The  peak  power  shall  be  mon¬ 
itored  by  a  peak  reading  device  which 
reads  proportionally  to  voltage,  current, 
or  power  in  the  radio  frequency  trans¬ 
mission  line,  the  meter  to  be  calibrated 
during  the  measurement  described  in 
paragraph  (a)  (1)  of  this  section.  The 
operating  power  as  so  monitored  shall 
be  maintained  as  near  as  practicable  to 
the  authorized  operating  pow’er  and  shall 
not  exceed  the  limits  of  10  percent  above 
and  20  percent  below  the  authorized 
power  except  in  emergencies.  As  a  fur¬ 
ther  check,  both  the  plate  voltage  and 
plate  current  of  the  output  stage  shall 
be  measured  with  a  standard  black  tele¬ 
vision  picture  with  the  transmitter  op¬ 
erating  into  the  antenna.  These  values 
must  agree  substantially  with  corre¬ 
sponding  readings  taken  under  para¬ 
graph  (a)  (1)  of  this  section. 

(2)  Aural  transmitter.  The  operat¬ 
ing  power  of  the  aural  transmitter  shall 
be  mainiained  as  near  as  practicable  to 
the  authorized  operating  power,  and 
shall  not  exceed  the  limits  of  10  percent 
above  and  20  percent  below  the  author¬ 
ized  power  except  in  emergencies. 

(3)  Reduced  power.  In  the  event  it 
becomes  impossible  to  operate  with  the 
authorized  power,  the  station  may  be  op¬ 
erated  with  reduced  power  for  a  period 
of  10  days  or  less  provided  the  Commis¬ 
sion  and  the  Engineer  in  Charge  of  the 
radio  district  in  which  the  station  is  lo¬ 
cated  shall  be  notified  in  writing  im¬ 
mediately  thereafter  and  also  upon  the 
resumption  of  the  normal  operating 
power.” 

••  See  Part  O  of  the  Commission’s  rules  for 
addresses  of  the  Commission's  engineering 
field  offices. 
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■XCONDa  TO  DXCllfAL  FARTS  OF  A  DEGREE 


Table  II 

KILES  PER  DEGREE  OF  LATITUDE  DIFFERENCE 


W:\rTES  TO  DEOMAL  PARTS  OF  A  DEGREE 


Degrees 

Seconds 

o.noo2s 

.31 _ 

.ooo:j6 

32 . 

.000H3 

33 . 

.00111 

34 . 

.00139 

3.6  .  .  _ 

.00167 

36 . 

.001!M 

37 . 

.«I222 

38 . 

.002.6 

39 . 

.011278 

40 . 

.00.306 

41 . 

.00.333 

42 . 

.00361 

43 . 

.no:iK9 

44 . 

.um? 

45 . 

.t«^44 

46 . 

.  01  >472 

47 . 

.(Kl.6 

48 . 

.00528 

49 . 

.00.6.66 

1  .60 . 

.00.6S3 

1  51 . 

.00611 

52 . 

.006.19 

.63 . 

.UHWJ 

1  .64 . 

.OlKi>M 

1  5.6 . 

.00722 

1  56 . 

.0075 

i  67 . 

.00778 

!  .68 . 

.OOSOO 

.69 . 

.00K13 

“ . 

30 . . 

86  0 . . 

30 . 

37  0 . 

30 . 


Statute 

Middle  latitude 

0  f 

68.828 

38  0 . 

68.833 

30 . 

68. 837 

39  0 . 

68.842 

30 . 

68. 847 

40  0 . 

68.8.62 

30 . 

68.857 

41  0 . 

68.862 

j  30 . 

68.867 

,  42  0 . 

«■*.  873 

I  30 . 

68.  878 

1  43  0 . 

68.883 

I  30 . 

68.889 

44  0 . 

68.  .'>94 

,  30 . 

68.899 

:  45  0 . 

1  30 . 

68.911 

46  0 . 

68.  916 

1  30 . 

68.922 

68.928 

1  30 . 

68.933 

i  48  0 . 

68.9:19 

1  30 . 

68.  tM.6 

40  0 . 

68.951 

1  30 . 

68.957 

,  50  0 . 

! 

Miles  per  degree  of  longitude  ditlerencc  (statute  miles) 


.262 
.  242  1  60, 


.23.3  I  60, 
60 


•V 
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Final 

assign. 

ments 
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Alaftama 

Auburn _ 

790 

790 

791 

791 

Hirnilngham . 

792 

793 

796^799 

800 

Mobile . 

790 

790 

791 

791 

Moritgomet  jr . 

792 

794 

796-799 

8)0 

Tuscaloosa . 

792 

795 

797-799 

800 

University _ _ 

790 

790 

791 

791 

Ariiont 

Flagstaff . 

219 

239 

239 

239 

Phoenix . 

9:17 

938 

838 

Tucs<«..- . 

«.17 

9;i7 

838 

818 

Vuina . 

935 

935 

238. 9:16 

816 

ArkanM* 

Blythevillo... . . 

«34 

A34 

636-638 

640 

Fayetteville _ 

619 

619 

1  620 

620 

Fort  Smith _ 

615 

615 

616,617 

618 

Little  Rock . 

615 

615 

616 

618 

Ctlifornim 

959 

9.59 

238,960 

961 

Fresno . 

9:19 

941 

238,945- 

950 

I>es  Angeles . 

975 

975 

948 

976 

976 

Monterey . 

962 

963 

964 

Oakland  (see  San 
Francisco  -  0  a  k  - 
land). 

962  1 

9,58 

Port  Chicago _ 

9.V, 

9.V. 

957 

Sacramento . 

9:<9 

94(1 

943,944 

9.5(1 

Salinas . . 

962 

962 

1  963 

8)4 

San  Bernardino . 

975 

975 

1  976 

976 

San  Diego . . 

971 

971 

238,  972, 

974 

1  973 

San  Francisoo-Oak- 

1 

land . 

951 

953 

952-9.54 

955 

San  Jose . . 

975 

975 

976 

976 

Santa  Rarl>ara _ 

9:t9 

942 

949 

9.50 

Stockton . . 

975 

975 

976 

976 

Visalia . 

939 

942 

947 

950 

Color  a  io 

1 

Boulder . 

ft.50 

8.52 

861 

869 

Colorado  Springs.... 

8.50 

854 

863 

8)9 

Craig . 

8.50 

853 

86.5,866 

8)9 

Denver . 

aio 

851 

,860,  S6.V 

8)9 

Durango . 

850 

856 

1  867 

885,  888 

8i9 

Grand  Junction . 

8.50 

857 

865,868 

8i9 

Montrose . . 

850 

858 

885,868 

8)9 

Pueblo  . 

850 

855 

863 

869 

ConnecHcHt 

Bridge*  port . 

2.53 

264 

283 

288 

Hartford _ 

253 

262,  264 

236.2(;8- 

288 

New  Haven . 

2.53 

263 

269.  277- 

281,284 

281,28.5- 

288 

253 

287  ! 
236,277- 
283 
28:1 

288 

Norwich _ _ 

2.53 

264 

288 

Storra  . . 

2.53 

264 

28.3 

---- 

Waterbury . 

253 

264 

281 

288 

Delaware 

Wlliulngtoii . 

339 

339 

340,  346 

347 

Dirfrid  of  ColumMa 

Washlngt(Mi . 

331 

331 

332 

332 

Honda 

Daytona  Beach . 

77S 

778 

779 

781 

Fort  Lauderdale _ 

807 

808 

816 

818 

Gainesville . 

807 

S09 

814 

818 

JacksonvilU* . | 

807 

810  1 

815-817 

818 

Miami  . 

HI  9 

820.  821 

827-830 

831 

Orlando . . . 

807 

811 

814,816. 

818 

Panama  City . . 

R07 

812  i 

817 

814 

818 

Pensacola  . 

782 

781 

784-788 

789 

8f.  Petersburg  (.see 
Tam|»a-St.  Peters¬ 
burg). 

Tallatiassee . 

778 

778 

779,  780 

781 

I'ampa-SI.  Peters)*urg 

819 

820,  8J2 

828-810 

811 

Ft'est  Palm  Beach... 

807 

813 

814 

818 

Georgia 

Albany . 

782 

7Hi\ 

789 

Atbeus . 

766  , 

767 

770-774 

775 
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Atlanta . 

766 

678 

771-774 

775 

Columbus . 

776 

776 

1  777 

777 

Macon _ 

776 

769 

1772, 774 

775 

Savannah . 

776 

776 

1  777 

777 

Valdosta . 

819 

,830.  822, 

'824, 826 

831 

823 

Idaho 

Boise . 

896 

896 

897 

897 

Moscow _ 

898 

898 

899 

899 

fllhiois 

Carbondale . . 

518 

518 

519 

620 

Centralia _ 

527 

529 

537 

646 

Champaign . 

526 

527 

,5.34-545 

646 

Chicago . . 

507 

507 

508,  .509 

610 

Dekalb . 

515 

515 

616 

617 

Moline  (see  Daven- 

port,  Iowa). 

Peoria _ _ 

526 

529 

534-545 

646 

Quincy . 

856 

856 

857 

5.58 

K(x;kford . . 

511 

511 

512 

612 

Rock  Island  (see 

i>aven|>ort,  Iowa). 

Springfield . 

513 

513 

514 

514,  546 

Urbaha . 

526 

528 

534-545 

546 

Indiana 

Bloomington . 

441 

441 

442-443 

444 

Evansville . 

445 

44.5 

446-447 

447 

Fort  Wayne . . 

4.18 

4:18 

439 

44(1 

Gary . 

459 

4.59 

236. 461 

462 

IndlanaiKiIls . 

430 

430 

236,431- 

434 

i 

43;i 

Lafayette . — 

4.57 

457 

4.58 

4.58 

Logansivirl . 

4.35 

43.5 

4.16 

437 

Michigan  City . 

4.52 

4.52 

4.53 

4.53 

M  uncle . 

4.54 

4.54 

236,  455 

456 

South  Bend. . . 

4.50 

4,50 

451 

4.51 

Terre  Haute . 

448 

448 

449 

449 

Iowa 

Ames . 

.547 

547 

549-.5.54 

885 

Cedar  Rapids _ 

526 

581 

i.534-.54.5 

546 

Daven  port -Rook  Is- 

521 

521 

1 .522-524 

525 

land-Mollne,  Ill. 

Des  Moines _ 

.547 

547 

!  548-5.5: 

885 

Dubuque _ _ 

859 

859 

1  .5(M) 

.561 

Fort  Dodge _ sw.. 

.547 

547 

.548- .5.54 

.855 

Iowa  City . 

665 

.565 

.566 

546,  .566 

Keokuk _ _ 

856 

5.56 

857 

858 

Mason  City......... 

546 

.Sioux  Cityl . 

562 

.563 

,564 

664 

Waterloo . 

526 

532 

534-545 

546 

Kantat 

Lawrenee . 

.588 

,588 

589.  .590 

.596 

Manhattan _ 

597 

597 

.598 

598 

Tojieka _ _ 

,599 

.599 

601) 

600 

Wichita . 

601 

601 

602,603 

604 

Kentvckg 

I/Oulsvllle . 

46.3 

463 

464-466 

467 

M  iddles  borough . 

759 

7.59 

762 

763 

Owensboro . . 

435 

435 

43ti 

437 

I/tui*iana 

Alexandria . 

843 

843 

844-846 

847 

Baton  Rouge . 

832 

8i;i 

818.  819 

842 

Houma . 

812 

814 

819 

842 

Lafayette . 

84:i 

843 

844-846 

847 

Lake  Charles . 

832 

816 

H4().  841 

812 

New  Orleans . . 

812 

815 

838-811 

842 

832 

817 

812 

Maine 

Bangor . . 

219 

219 

2.50 

2.50 

Orono . . . 

251 

2.51 

252 

252 

Portland . 

249 

249 

250 

250 

Maryland 

Baltimore . 

331 

331 

S32 

332 

Maeeachueetti 

Boston . . "... 

2.53 

2.56 

26.V268, 

288 

272-276 

Brockton . 

283 

257 

276 

288 

Holyoke  (s(*e  Spring- 

field-Holyoke). 

Pittsfield . 

2.53 

260 

277-280 

288 

SpringfleUl-Holyoke.. 

2.53 

258 

!  268-269, 

288 

1 

277  -28) 

Wora'ster . . 

253  ‘ 

259 

•268-269 

288, 
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Michigan 

Ann  Arl)or . 

.505 

8)5 

8)6 

SQg 

Bad  Axe . . . . 

848 

848 

236, 849 

Bay  City . 

490 

490 

2:)ti,  491, 

49! 

492 

Cadillac . 

.V)0 

8)0 

8)1 

5(G 

Calumet . 

.5(XI 

8)1) 

811 

Coldwater . 

468 

468 

236,  409 

470 

Detroit . 

478 

478 

2:)8  479- 

4S4 

4h:| 

Escanaba . 

500 

8)0 

•2:)6.  8)1 

at! 

Flint . 

471 

471 

235,  472, 

474 

47:) 

Grand  Rapids . 

486 

485 

486-488 

Hancock _ 

500 

8)0 

8)1 

ar’ 

Lansing . . ..... 

475 

475 

238  476 

477 

Marquette . 

500 

8)0 

8)1 

at! 

Saginaw . 

497 

497 

498 

49( 

Sault  Ste.  Marie . 

8)3 

50.3 

814 

as 

Traverse  City . 

494 

494 

495 

49'> 

Minneeota 

Duluth . 

579 

579 

580 

.584 

Mankato . 

526 

530 

534-.54.5 

540 

Minneapolis-St.  Paul 

571) 

570 

.571 

471 

New  Ulm . 

526 

630 

834-545 

440 

St.  Paul  (see  Minne- 

apolis). 

Miemhppi 

Biloxi...... . . 

805,843 

805,843 

S06.  844- 

806.847 

846 

Jackson _ 

782 

784 

785-788 

7S!) 

Meridian . 

801 

801 

802,  80:) 

8H 

State  College . 

805 

805 

800 

810 

University . 

805 

805 

806 

SO) 

A/iM0((ri 

Clinton . 

848 

848 

849 

849 

Columbia . . 

.585 

686 

.580 

Hannibal . . . 

5,56 

856 

857 

Kansas  City . 

688 

688 

591,  592- 

.590 

595 

Kirksvillv . . 

527 

629 

539,  ,540 

.54<) 

St.  Jos('ph _ 

8)7 

8)7 

.568 

a)9 

St.  Louis . 

8)7 

567 

8)8 

U'd 

Springfield . 

607 

567 

568 

369 

Montana 

Billings . 

927 

927 

9'28 

929 

Bozeman . 

927 

927 

928 

tt-S) 

Butte . 

923 

923 

236,  924. 

w; 

92.5 

Great  Falls _ _ 

927 

927 

9-28 

ir.’9 

Miles  City _ _ 

927 

927 

9'->8 

»2V 

Missoula . 

927 

927 

928 

it.5) 

Nebraska 

851 

851 

809 

Lincoln... . 

610 

610 

012, 6i:) 

CII 

Omaha . 

610 

610 

611,613 

61  < 

Nevada 

Las  Vegas _ _ _ 

969 

969 

970 

»70 

Reno . 

965 

965 

966,  907 

gi'A 

New  Hampshire 

Durham,  r. . 

283 

2.54 

26.5-267 

288 

Hanovei*. _ 

None 

289 

236,290 

291 

289 

290 

291 

New  Jersey 

Andover . 

None 

.327 

2:!').  .329 

xa 

Camden . 

None 

327 

329 

.33) 

Fri*ehold . 

None 

.327 

.329 

:t;w 

Hammoiiton... . 

None 

.327 

:)29 

'XM) 

.327 

2:)'),  .329 

xvs 

Newark . . 

;)25 

325 

3'.8) 

:)27 

327 

329 

New  Mexico 

Alhuquenpie.... _ 

a3() 

930 

9)1 

9.31 

Gallup . 

9:12 

932 

at) 

Raton _ ... 

a32 

9)2 

9T) 

Roswell _ 

aid 

9)0 

9)1 

.Saute  Fe . . . 

aio 

9)0 

9)1 

Silver  City . 

932 

9)2 

238,9)3 

A>«c  York 

Albany-Sclienectady- 

'It-  3”' 

Troy . 

292 

292,319 

236.  2‘.)5. 
320 
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Htw  York—Coa. 

Biiighumton... . 

252,207 

292,297 

295,298 

296,295 

Buffalo . . 

202,300 

292,301 

235, 236, 

256,308 

Corning . 

None 

315  ! 

295, 

303- 

307 

235,316 

252,300  1 

292,302  1 
322  I 

255,  :ii«- 

296,308 

324 

Kingston . 

None 

ai7 

2.16,323 

252  1 

236,253 

25<i 

New  York  City . 

252, 3M 

292,325 

254-295, 

296,327 

Niagara  Falls . . 

300 

301  ' 

326 

303-307 

308 

315 

320 

321 

Fouglikeepsie . 

Rochester . 

m 

292 

292,317 

236,253 
295, 318 

25«> 

296 

Rome  (see  Utica- 
Home). 

Schenectady......... 

252 

319 

320 

321 

292,309 

292,311 

235, 255, 

296,314 

312- 

313 

Troy  (see  Albany- 
Schenectady- 
Troy). 

T'tira-Ronie... _ _ 

252 

292 

295 

296 

Watertown . 

305 

310 

235,312- 

314,^21 

1 

313 

North  Cdrolinm 

Asheville . 

757 

757 

7.58 

7.58 

Chapi'l  Hill . 

757 

757 

7.58 

7,58 

Charlotte . 

714,757  ’ 

715,  757 

720-722, 

726,758 

Durlmra . 

757 

1  757 

7.58 

758 

758 

Greens  Iwro _ _ 

714, 757 

757 

758 

726,758 

High  Point . 

714 

716 

721,722 

726 

Kinston . 

ii4H 

848 

849 

845 

Rah'igh . 

757 

757 

758 

758 

Salem  (see  Winston- 
Salem). 

Wilmington _ 

757 

757 

7.58 

7.58 

Winston-Salem . 

714, 757 

717, 757 

720-722 

726 

North  Dakota 

Bismarck _ 

605 

605 

606 

006 

Dickinson . . . 

605 

605 

606 

0(H> 

Fargo . 

005 

005 

606 

fllH’. 

Grand  Forks.. . 

605 

005 

606 

606 

Minot _ 

605 

605 

606 

606 

WiUiston . . 

605 

605 

006 

006 

Ohio 

Akron . . . 

350 

391 

393 

354 

CiiK'ionati . 

404 

404 

236, 40.5- 

410 

Cleveland... . 

411 

412 

409 

236, 41.V 

416 

Coluinbua _ _ 

417 

417 

415 

41S-415 

420 

Dayton . . . . 

355 

395 

3%-:i97 

358 

Oxford _ 

388  ; 

388 

389 

385 

Sandusky _ _ _ 

411 

412 

413  1 

416 

Steubenville _ .... 

348  ! 

353 

«6,3S8^ 

3(i6 

Toledo _ _ 

1 

386 

386 

360,362 

387 

387 

Warren . 

395 

359 

400 

400 

Wooster.  .• _ ........ 

350 

392 

393 

354 

Youngstown . 

401 

401 

236,402 

403 

2am-sville . . 

427 

427 

428 

425 

Oklahoma 

Enid... _ _ 

621 

621 

622 

023 

Lawton _ _ _ 

624 

624 

630 

«32 

Muskogee... _ 

M8 

621,848 

6^,  849 

623, 845 

Norman _ ....... 

621 

621 

622 

623 

Oklahoma  City . 

624 

624,625 

627-632 

032 

Pryor  Creek . 

848 

848 

849 

849 

621 

622 

«23 

Tulsa  ..  - _ 

624 

624,626 

627-632 

632 

Oregon 

Albany  _ 

Corvallui 

877 

881 

235,883 

850 

515 

615 

920 

920 

Eugene . . . 

914 

514 

915-917 

518 

Portland . 

511 

511 

512 

913 

Salem _ 

921 

921 

922 

922 

I'tiuiiyltiauia 

Altoona . . .... 

367 

368 

236,870 

871 

Beaver  Falla  . . 

384 

384 

235,385 

357 

Hraddoek _  _ 

None 

351 

Erie.... . 

376 

376 

236, 377- 

381 

380 

Index  or  Assionmext  Decisions — Continued 
(Paragraph  numbers] 


City 

Pro¬ 

posed 

assign¬ 

ments 

and 

reser¬ 

vations 

Coont- 
er  pro¬ 
posals 
and 
related 
filings 

Con¬ 

clu¬ 

sions 

Final 

assign¬ 

ments 

and 

reser¬ 

vations 

Prnn.’yfaoaia— Con. 

’  arrisburg _ 

333 

333 

236,  .334 

3.3.5 

Johnstown . 

374 

374 

37.5 

375 

I.«nca8ter . 

3.35 

:m 

341-346 

347 

Lebanon... . 

336 

336 

Xi7 

338 

Lock  Haven _ 

Noiie 

382 

236.382 

382 

McKeesport... _ ... 

None 

3.5.5 

Philadelphia . 

335 

335 

3in-.34.5 

347 

Pittsburgh . 

348 

345 

•Z3fl,  .•»4- 
4,58, 361- 
363,365 

366 

Reading... . 

336 

3.36 

337 

338 

Scranton . 

33< 

33.3 

236,334 

335 

State  College . . 

372 

372 

373 

373 

Washington... . 

348 

352 

358, 361- 
362 

366 

Rhode  Island 

Providence . 

253 

261 

268-271 

2SS 

So)Uh  Carolina 

(Wariest  on . 

764 

764  ' 

765 

76.5 

Clemson _ 

764 

764 

765 

76.5 

Columbia . 

750 

759,  760 

761 

76.3 

Greenville . 

764 

764 

765 

7M 

Spartanburg . 

755 

759 

762 

763 

f^uth  Dakota 

Brookings _ 

607 

607 

608 

009 

Pierre . 

607 

607 

6U8 

0)5 

Sioux  Falls.. . 

607 

607 

608 

605 

Vermillion... . 

607 

607 

6U8 

005 

Tennessee 

Bristol... _ 

755 

755 

756 

7.56 

Chattanooga . 

751 

751 

752 

752 

Cookeville . . 

745 

747 

745 

7.50 

Hurriman . . 

848 

848 

845 

845 

Kingsport _ 

753 

•753 

754 

754 

Knoxville _ 

761 

751 

752 

7.52 

Maryville _ 

848 

84.8 

845 

845 

Memphis . . . 

6.34 

634 

6^5-6.35 

640 

Nashville _ 

745 

746 

748, 745 

7.50 

Shelby  ville... ....... 

848 

848 

845 

845 

Teias 

% 

Amarillo . 

667 

669 

671 

672 

Austin . 

710 

710 

711 

711 

Deaumont-Port  Ar- 

thur . 

685 

685 

686 

087 

Bn'ckenridge . 

644 

644 

645 

046 

Brownsville . . 

673 

675 

677, 678 

679 

College  Station _ 

654 

654 

695 

69.5 

Corpus  Christ! . 

Dalliks . 

708 

7»18 

705 

662 

662 

663-66.5 

0«I6 

Denison... _ 

647 

645 

652 

6.5.3 

Denton . 

647 

6.50 

652 

El  Paso . 

702 

702 

70$ 

7l« 

Fort  Worth . 

7m 

704 

705 

705 

Galveston . . 

706 

706 

707 

Harlingen . . 

673 

675,676 

238, 677, 
678 

675 

Houston.  - _ ... 

680 

680 

681-683 

684 

Laredo . . . 

656 

696 

097 

697 

Longview _ 

6.54 

654 

655,656 

6.57 

Lubbock . . 

667 

668 

238,670, 

671 

672 

McAllen. . 

673 

674 

238,677- 

678 

679 

Monahaas . 

667 

668 

670 

672 

Port  Arthur  (see 
Beaumont-Port  Ar¬ 
thur). 

San  Angelo . 

698 

698 

099 

699 

San  Antonio . 

6.58 

658 

600 

661 

Sherman. . 

647 

648 

(6.51-652 

6.53 

Temple _ _ _ 

641 

641 

2:«,642 

643 

Texarkana . 

700 

700 

701 

701 

Victoria . 

6.58 

6.58 

238,659 

661 

Waco . 

688 

688 

689 

650 

Weslaco... _ 

674 

676 

238, 677- 
678 

675 

Wichita  Falls . 

691 

691 

692 

653 

Utah 

Logan . 

goo 

906 

907 

010 

Ogden _ 

500 

504 

507 

Price........ . . 

900 

902 

009 

Provo . . 

900 

905 

fio 

Salt  Lake  City _ ... 

900 

501 

!e07  909 

910 

Vernal _ ... _ 

iUO 

503 

'507-905 
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Vermont 

Burlington . 

251 

251 

252 

262 

I'trfinia 

Blacksburg . 

743 

743 

744 

744 

Bristol . . 

7.55 

755 

756 

7.56 

Charlottesville _ 

73.5 

737 

738-741 

742 

Danville . 

743 

743  1 

744 

744 

Harrisonburg _ 

367 

3H5 

236,370 

371 

Lynchburg . . 

743 

743  1 

744 

744 

Newimrt  News _ 

727 

725  1 

731 

T.H 

Norfolk -Portsmouth . 

727 

728  ' 

730-733 

734 

Petersburg . 

735 

737  1 

738-741 

742 

Portsmouth  (see  Nor- 

1 

folk- Portsmouth) . 

, 

Richmond _ 

735 

736  , 

738-741 

742 

Roanoke . 

743 

743  1 

744 

714 

n'ashinglon 

Bellingham _ ... 

877 

'878 

23(1,  N'H 

890 

1 

889 

Ellensburg . . 

851 

891,803  ! 

236,  892, 

892. 855 

1 

1 

854 

Kennewick . 

853  , 

Z36.854 

855 

Longview . . 

877 

880 

235.884- 

850 

1  ! 

889 

Olvmpia . 

873 

873  874.  875 

876 

Othak-Okanoaai _ 

None 

803  1 

2S(i.  854 

855 

853 

236.854 

h!»5 

Pullman . 

803 

803  1 

854 

8!»5 

Richland _ 

893  ! 

236.854 

855 

Seattle . 

877,893 

879.803  i2:4.5,882. 

850 

1881 

Spokane . . 

803 

893 

804 

855 

Tacoma . . 

873,893 

873,893 

875 

876 

Walla  Walla . 

870 

870  1236,871 

872 

Wonatchee _ 

85.3  1 

236.894 

8!I5 

Yakima _ 

853  854 

855 

West  Virginia 

Beck  ley . 

714 

715 

723-725 

726 

Charh-stop . 

421 

423  1 

4ap4— 

426 

Clarksburg . . 

427 

427  i 

428 

425 

Huntington _ ...  .. 

421 

422 

236,  424- 

426 

4Z5 

Morgantown . 

712 

712 

713 

713 

Princeton . . . . 

714 

718 

721,722 

TM 

Wheeling . 

348 

353 

35fe-3ti5 

366 

B'wcons/n 

Adams.. . . . 

None 

579 

236,  .582 

584 

Chilton _ 

None 

575 

236,  .582 

5h4 

Eau  Claire . . 

579 

679 

580 

684 

Green  Bay . ' 

572 

672 

S6,  574- 

678 

1 

677 

La  Crosse . 

579 

575 

580 

684 

Madison _ _ 

575 

675 

5H1 

SM 

Marinette.. . . 

575 

679 

580 

.584 

Milwaukee _ _ _ 

672,579 

572,579 

673-.577, 

578,584 

1 

Xi 

679 

583 

Richland  Center..... 

575 

236,  .582 

584 

Park  Falls . . . 

None 

675 

582 

.584 

675 

236.  .582 

.584 

Superior . . 

679 

679 

sm 

584 

WlMlSllll  . 

675 

■m,  582 

684 

IVgoming 

Cheyenne . . . 

851 

861 

867 

fW.<j 

Laramie _ ... _ 

850 

850 

^.86.6, 

865 

866 

Rawlins _ 

851 

851 

869 

Alaska 

Anchorage . . . 

978 

078 

979.980 

981 

Fairbanks . . . 

978 

978 

975,  580 

581 

Juneau . . . 

978 

978 

1975,  980 

581 

Ketchikan _ 

978 

978 

975,580 

081 

Hawaiian  Islands 

Lihui . . . 

978 

978 

575,980 

981 

Honolulu . . . 

978 

578 

579.980 

581 

Wailuku . 

978 

978 

575.580 

581 

Hik) . . 

978 

978 

575,' 580 

981 

Puerto  Rico 

San  Juan...... _ _ 

978 

978 

979,980 

981 

4086 

CONCXTRRINC  OpIKION  OF  COMMISSIONEB 
E.  M.  Webster 

The  importance  of  television  in  the  held  of 
education  has  already  been  firmly  established 
in  the  minds  of  all  thinking  people.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  it  is  not  a  question  as  to  whether 
programs  of  this  nature  should  be  televised, 
but,  rather,  whether  the  Commission  should 
reserve,  for  future  use  by  educational  groups, 
certain  television  channels  for  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  purposes  only,  or  leave  the 
production  of  such  programs  to  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  commercial  Interests,  Including 
those  educational  groups  desiring  to  operate 
commercially. 

When  the  Third  Notice  of  Further  Pro¬ 
posed  Rule  Making  was  Issued  March  22, 
1951,  I  stated  in  a  separate  opinion  that  I 
believed  the  reservation  of  channels  for  non¬ 
commercial  educational  television  stations 
was  warranted  only  upon  a  showing  that 
there  is  a  reasonable  probability  that,  if  such 
reservation  were  made,  the  channels  would 
be  utilized  in  the  reasonably  near  future.  It 
was  my  opinion  that  a  vast  majority  of  the 
representatives  of  educational  Institutions 
had  little  concept  of  the  costs  and  practical 
problems  Involved  in  the  construction  and 
operation  of  a  television  station,  and  that 
when  brought  face  to  face  with  practicalities 
they  might  find  the  economic  hurdle  difllcult 
if  not  impossible  to  surmount.  I  was  unable 
to  overcome  the  feeling  that  the  proponents 
of  noncommercial  educational  channel  res¬ 
ervations.  knowing  the  Importance  of  educa¬ 
tion  to  the  well-being  of  our  Nation,  and 
having  been  alerted  to  the  mass  appeal  of 
television,  were  carried  away  by  the  glowing 
potentialities  thereof  in  the  field  of  educa¬ 
tion  and  failed  to  approach  this  new  venture 
from  a  practical  point  of  view.  It  appears 
that,  of  those  educational  organizations  not 
privately  endowed,  few.  if  any,  have  the  ac¬ 
tive  backing  and  cooperation  of  their  State 
or  local  governments  which  will  be  called 
upon  to  appropriate  the  funds  for  such  non¬ 
profit  operations.  Nevertheless,  with  virtu¬ 
ally  no  reasonable  assurance  that  funds 
would  be  available  for  the  construction  and 
continued  operation  of  noncommercial  edu¬ 
cational  television  stations,  the  Commission 
was  requested  to  indefinitely  reserve  chan¬ 
nels  therefor.  In  other  words,  in  the  face 
of  claims  by  commercial  Interests  that,  with 
the  cooi)eratlon  of  educators,  they  could 
produce  educational  television  programs  in 
a  manner  which  would  be  in  the  best  inter¬ 
est  of  the  public,  we  were  asked  to  permit  a 
scarce  and  valuable  part  of  the  public  do¬ 
main  to  He  fallow,  possibly  for  a  period  of 
years,  if  the  educational  groups  found  it  in¬ 
feasible  to  put  these  channels  to  reasonably 
prompt  use. 

I  felt,  as  I  am  sure  all  of  the  Commission¬ 
ers  did,  that  I  could  not  permit  the  under¬ 
standable  burst  of  enthusiasm  displayed  by 
the  educational  group  to  sway  my  thinking 
as  to  whether  the  public  Interest  would  best 
be  served  by  indefinitely  reserving  a  certain 
number  of  channels  for  future  use  by  the 
noncommercial  groups,  or  by  making  all  tel¬ 
evision  channels  Immediately  available  for 
use  by  commercial  stations  and  looking  to 
this  group  to  furnish  the  public  with  educa¬ 
tional  programs.  In  my  opinion  neither  in¬ 
terest  presented  a  strong  case  up  to  the  time 
the  Third  Notice  of  Further  Proposed  Rule 
Making  was  issued,  and.  on  the  basis  of  the 
record  then  made,  I  was  not  satisfied  that  we 
W’ould  be  Justified  in  making  the  requested 
reservations. 

Neither  the  Commission’s  notice  nor  my 
separate  opinion  directed  either  group  to 
show,  in  the  proceedings  scheduled  to  follow 
the  Third  Notice,  what  It  contemplated  doing 
by  way  of  televising  educational  programs. 
However,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  logical 
course  for  the  commercial  group  to  have 
taken,  if  it  was  serious  in  its  contention  that 
reservations  of  television  channels  should 
not  be  made  for  non-commercial  educa- 
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tlonal  stations,  would  have  been  to  show 
what  commercial  stations  are  capable  of  do¬ 
ing  in  this  connection  both  as  to  quality  and 
quantity.  By  the  aame  token,  I  expected  the 
educational  group  to  take  steps  to  supf>ort 
the  proposed  reservations  on  a  clty-by-clty 
basis.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  make  such  a  showing  was  not  given, 
since  comments  with  respect  to  the  table 
of  assignments  in  the  clty-by-city  portion  of 
the  proceedings  were  specifically  provided 
for  in  footnote  12  of  the  Third  Notice. 

It  was  my  hope  that  by  buttressing  their 
respective  positions  the  conflicting  Interests 
W'ould  give  the  Commission  more  aflarmative 
data  on  which  to  base  a  decision,  and  I  so 
indicated  in  my  separate  opinion.  It  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  this  was  effectively 
done  by  either  group.  The  failure  of  the 
commercial  Interest  to  make  a  strong,  posi¬ 
tive  showing  with  respect  to  educational 
productions  leaves  me  with  the  impression 
that  that  group  is  not  as  prepared  to  volun¬ 
tarily  go  forward  with  this  type  of  television 
programming  as  originally  Indicated.  As 
for  the  educational  group,  in  a  relatively 
few  instances  a  showing  was  made  that 
there  were  definite  plans  for  constructing 
and  operating  noncommercial  educational 
television  stations  in  the  near  future.  But 
with  respect  to  an  overwhelming  majority  of 
the  209  communities  tentatively  assigned 
educational  channels  by  the  Third  Notice, 
support  therefor  by  local  educational  organi¬ 
zations  took,  for  the  most  part,  the  form  of 
affidavits  stating  that  reservations  of  such 
channels  were  desired.  In  the  case  of  18  ‘ 
communities  receiving  tentative  assignments 
of  educational  channels,  no  testimony  at  all 
was  given  by  local  institutions  that  the  use 
of  such  channels  Is  contemplated  even  In 
the  distant  future.  While  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Educational  Television  did  file  a 
sworn  statement  which  endorsed  the  Com¬ 
mission's  proposal  to  reserve  channels  in 
these  18  communities  and  requested  that  the 
assignments  be  made  final.  Its  affidavit  made 
no  effort  to  Justify  these  specific  reservations. 

In  my  opinion  the  proposals  of  both 
groups,  having  been  weighed  in  the  balance, 
leave  much  to  be  desired.  On  the  one  hand 
we  have  the  noncommercial  educational 
group.  Imbued  with  lofty  motives  and  high 
hopes,  but.  generally  speaking,  without  funds 
or  reasonably  firm  plans  for  televising  educa¬ 
tional  programs  in  the  near  future.  On  the 
other  hand  we  have  the  commercial  Interest, 
apparently  possessed  of  means  for  televising 
educational  programs  in  the  reasonably  near 
future,  but  likewise  without  plans  as  to  what. 
If  anything,  would  be  done  in  this  connec¬ 
tion.  However,  since  the  future,  if  not  the 
present,  status  of  educational  programming 
in  the  field  of  television  depends  on  the 
provision  made  therefor  at  this  time,  the 
Commission,  as  I  see  it,  finds  itself  In  the 
unenviable  position  of  having  to  make  a 
choice  between  the  inadequate  proposals  of 
these  Interests,  or  promulgate  rules  requiring 
commercial  stations  to  provide  adequate  edu¬ 
cational  programs.  I  am  not  ready  at  this 
point  to  recon:>mend  that  this  latter  step  be 
taken. 

Having  made  little  or  no  showing  as  to 
what  it  is  willing  to  do  in  this  connection, 
obviously,  we  cannot  depend  on  the  com¬ 
mercial  Interest  to  give  this  vitally  Important 
type  of  programming  the  attention  it  merits. 
Therefore,  we  are  left  with  no  alternative. 
Despite  the  inadequate  showing  made  by  the 
noncommercial  educational  group,  circum¬ 
stances  dictate  that  the  requested  reserva¬ 
tions  be  made.  There  is  this  much  to  be 
said  in  favor  of  such  assignments.  Regard- 

*  Portland,  Maine;  Bangor,  Maine;  State 
College,  Pa.;  Erie,  Pa.;  Dayton,  Ohio;  Boze¬ 
man.  Mont.;  Miles  City,  Mont.;  Butte,  Mont.; 
Minot,  N.  Dak.;  Dallas,  Tex.;  College  Station, 
Tex.;  Gainesville,  Fla.;  Panama  City.  Fla.; 
Las  Vegas,  Nev.;  Columbus,  Ga.;  Biloxi, 
Miss.;  Roanoke,  Va.;  San  Juan,  P.  R. 


less  of  the  obstacles  which  must  be  over¬ 
come,  in  general,  educational  institutions,  in 
order  to  further  the  purpose  for  which  they 
exist,  undoubtedly  will  be  conscientiously 
concerned  with  the  construction  and  opera- 
tion  of  noncommercial  educational  stations 
at  the  earliest  possible  date.  We  can  only 
hope  that  their  state  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  share  their  Interest  and  foresight. 

One  of  the  considerations  which  enables 
me  to  accept  the  reservation  of  channels  is 
the  fact  that,  in  the  event  the  educators 
fall  in  their  efforts,  the  Commission,  at  any 
time  it  considers  it  in  the  public  Interest  to 
do  so.  can  reconsider  its  decision  in  this  con¬ 
nection  and,  through  rule  making  proceed¬ 
ings,  assign  idle  educational  channels  for 
commercial  purposes,  and  possibly  promul¬ 
gate  rules  requiring  other  than  noncommer¬ 
cial  educational  stations  to  provide  adequate 
educational  programs.  Moreover,  after  a 
period  of  one  year  from  the  date  on  which 
this  table  of  assignments  is  made  final,  any 
Interested  party  is  at  liberty  to  petition  the 
Commission  for  rule  making  proceedings 
looking  toward  the  commercialization  of  any 
or  all  educational  channels  lying  fallow  at 
that  time.  Accordingly,  in  view  of  the  obser¬ 
vations  set  out  above,  and  on  the  basis  of  the 
entire  record,  I  believe  it  is  in  the  public 
Interest  to  reserve  the  channels  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  television  stations  speci¬ 
fied  in  this  report  and  order. 

Separate  Views  of  Commissioner  Hen- 
nock  Concurring  in  Part  and  Dis¬ 
senting  IN  Part 

1.  For  the  reasons  set  forth  hereinafter.  I 
find  it  necessary  to  dissent  from  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  decision  in  its  Sixth  Report  and 
Order  concerning: 

A.  The  Increases  in  station  power  and  an¬ 
tenna  height; 

B.  The  use  of  Channels  Nos.  66-83; 

C.  The  procedure  for  processing  and  hear¬ 
ing  applications. 

2,  With  reference  to  the  Educational 
Reservations,  and  the  Table  of  Assignments, 
I  am  concurring  in  the  decision  insofar  as 
it  adopts  the  principle  of  reserving  channels 
for  educational  purposes  and  Insofar  as  it 
assigns  specific  channels  for  such  purposes, 
and  dissenting  from  the  decision  insofar  as 
it  falls  to  make  a  more  adequate  and  proper 
provision  for  education  herein. 

A.  The  increases  in  station  poiccr  and 
antenna  height  (pars.  143-165  of  the  Sixth 
Report).  The  question  of  power  and  an¬ 
tenna  height  concerns  in  essence  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  VHF  and  the  UHF 
portions  of  the  spectrum,  as  well  as  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  television  in  the  smaller  com¬ 
munities  of  the  country.  By  granting  in¬ 
creases  in  power  and  antenna  height  the 
Commission,  in  my  opinion,  has  unduly  and 
unnecessarily  enhanced  the  VHP  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  UHF.  As  the  UHF  is  the  new 
and  heretofore  experimental  portion  of  the 
spectrum  containing  85  percent  of  all  TV 
channels,  and  its  use  is  so  clearly  necessary 
to  a  national  system,  the  Commission  should 
not  hinder  its  development  by  adding  to  the 
advantage  held  by  the  already  highly  de¬ 
veloped  VHF.  Rather,  the  UHF  should  now 
be  encouraged  in  every  way  possible  so  as 
to  aid  its  development,  establishment  and 
eventual  growth  into  an  integral  part  of  a 
truly  Nation-wide  television  system. 

I  believe  therefore  that  the  Commission  in 
general  should  retain  the  provisions  now  in 
its  rules  regarding  power  and  antenna  height 
for  the  lower  VHP  and  finalize  a  maximum 
power  of  50  kw  for  these  channels  (2-6)  at 
a  maximum  antenna  height  of  500  feet,  or 
their  equivalent.*  Retaining  the  maximum 

*  Thus,  antenna  heights  of  over  500  feet 
would  be  permitted  for  all  channels  when 
proportionate  decreases  in  power  w’ere  uti¬ 
lized  to  provide  an  equivalent  ratio  which 
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height  of  500  feet,  maximum  power  for  tha 
upper  VHF  (Chanuela  7-13)  should  be  raised 
to  150  kw  to  keep  the  3  to  1  ratio  adopted 
by  the  Commission  tending  to  equalize  po¬ 
tential  coverage,  and  a  maximum  power  of 
1000  kw  authorized  for  the  UHF,  to  assist 
the  early  development  of  its  high  power 
operations.  Even  60  kw  (or  150  kw)  at  500 
feet,  it  should  be  noted,  would  permit  In¬ 
creases  in  power  and  height  for  nearly  all 
stations  now  operating  which,  despite  al¬ 
ready  extensive  coverage,  are  presently  below 
these  maxima. 

The  primary  aim  of  this  allocations  pro¬ 
ceeding  must  be  the  maximum  utilization  of 
all  television  channels.  Certainly  a  system 
comprising  only  a  few  hundred  VHF  stations, 
each  with  the  greatest  possible  coverage, 
would  be  most  efficient  from  the  point  of 
view  of  these  individual  stations.  This 
would  not,  however,  even  approximate  a 
nation-wide  system  and  it  would  be  most 
unfortunate  If  the  medium  were  to  develop 
In  such  a  manner,  depriving  scores  of  cities 
of  their  sole  opportunity  for  local  self-ex¬ 
pression  In  television. 

There  are  serious  economic  problems  fac¬ 
ing  the  development  of  the  UHF  against 
presently  existing  or  future  VHF  service, 
basic  to  a  determination  of  this  question  of 
powers  and  heights,  which  the  Commission 
apparently  has  minimized  or  disregarded. 
Even  the  briefest  consideration  makes  clear 
the  difficulties  confronting  a  potential  UHF 
operator  In  a  community  now  receiving  no 
VHF  service  or  only  marginal  VHF  service, 
which  community  is  subsequently  flooded  by 
reliable,  multiple  VHF  signals  from  far-off, 
larger  cities.  First,  the  VHF  sets  purchased 
In  the  area,  which  may  number  in  the  tens 
of  thousands  and  even  approach  “satura¬ 
tion”,  will  not  be  able  to  receive  local  tele¬ 
casts  over  UHF,  without  being  converted.* 
Furthermore,  the  VHF  operatiorxs  in  ths 
larger  cities  in  all  likelihood  will,  if  estab¬ 
lished  practices  are  continued,  obtain  ex¬ 
clusive  rights  to  network  affiliations  and 
operations  in  the  area,  thus  securing  for 
them.selves  a  large  body  of  highly  popular 
TV  programming.  In  addition,  the  major 
national  and  regional  advertisers  who  pro¬ 
vide  much  of  the  necessary  economic  bass 
for  television  operations  will  tend,  for  prac¬ 
tical  business  reasons,  to  gravitate  toward 
those  existing  VHF  stations  with  extensive 
coverage.  Thus,  the  potential  UHF  operation 
will  predominantly  be  forced  back  upon  new 
UHF  and  converted  sets  and  upon  local  pro¬ 
gramming  resources  and  local  advertisers, 
which  alone  may  not  provide  sufficient  sup¬ 
port  for  a  television  station. 

Similar  economic  difficulties,  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  the  set  conversion  problem,  will 
also  confront  the  establishment  of  a  local, 
small-city  VHF  station.  Thus,  provisions  for 
height  and  power  intimately  affect  assign¬ 
ments  to  smaller  cities.  The  Commission  has 
recognized  that  some  delay  is  certain  before 
television,  more  costly  and  complicated  than 
radio,  develops  In  these  smaller  cities.  This 
very  allocations  plan  has  been  expressly 
formulated  to  give  these  cities  aditlonal  time 
to  take  advantage  of  their  assignments,  thus 
preserving  their  future  opportunity  for  local 
television  outlets.  Mere  assignments,  how¬ 
ever,  are  not  enough;  the  Commission  must 
slso  establish  rules  and  conditions  which 
wake  these  assignments  reasonably  capable 
of  being  translated  into  actual  operations. 


would  keep  a  station’s  particular  contour 
constant.  Such  a  practice  has  heretofore 
been  followed  and  will  be  in  the  future  with 
respect  to  heights  over  1000  feet  in  Zone  1 
(see  5  3.614  (b)  (1)  of  the  TV  rules).. 

'  It  should  be  noted  that  the  efficiency  and 
convenience  of  UHF  converters  has  not  yet 
been  proved.  In  view  of  the  difficulties 
previously  had  with  other  converters.  In  FM 
‘and  television,  this  remains  a  serious  prob¬ 
lem  for  existing  TV  sets. 


There  will  be,  irrespective  of  the  power 
and  height  authorized,  some  degree  of  VHF 
overlap.  This  decision,  however,  substan¬ 
tially  aggravates  the  amount  of  this  overlap 
and  to  that  extent  may  deter  full  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  whole  TV  spectrum.  To  illus¬ 
trate:  Commission  propagation  data  showa 
that  operations  at  maxima  of  50  kw  and  500 
feet  in  the  lower  VHF  will,  when  limited  by 
noise  only,  have  a  Grade  B  service  radius  of 
52  miles.  Operations  at  100  kw  end  2,000 
feet  on  these  channels  limited  by  noise  only 
will,  however,  result  in  a  Grade  B  service 
radius  of  86  miles,  an  increase  of  34  miles.* 
Expressed  in  terms  of  land  coverage,  this 
results  in  an  Increase  of  the  station’s  Grade 
B  service  area  from  8,500  square  miles  to 
23,300  square  miles. 

While  co-channel  interference  lessens  the 
extension  of  coverage  brought  about  by  in¬ 
creased  power  and  height,  such  extension 
will  in  all  events  be  considerable.  Tbiu  at  a 
separation  of  220  miles,  with  both  co-channel 
stations  going  to  the  maximum  of  100  kw  at 
2,000  feet,  each  station’s  Grade  B  service 
radius  in  the  other's  direction  will  increase 
from  50  miles  to  67  miles.  If  only  one  sta¬ 
tion  goes  to  the  new  maxima,  its  radius  will 
increase  from  50  miles  to  76  miles  in  the- 
directlon  of  its  co-channel  station;  although 
the  latter,  remaining  at  50  kw  and  500  feet, 
will  suffer  a  5-mile  decrease  in  its  service 
radius  in  the  former’s  direction,  the  higher 
maxima  will  still  effect  a  substsuitial  net  in¬ 
crease  in  overall  coverage.*  These  Increases, 
in  my  opinion,  should  not  be  permitted,  par¬ 
ticularly  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  wider 
mileage  separations  and  the  use  of  offset 
carrier  established  in  this  report  have,  by 
diminishing  co-channel  mterference,  already 
resulted  in  service  areas  greater  than  those 
provided  prior  to  the  “freeze.” 

The  Commission’s  experience  with  FM. 
where  the  set  problem  was  so  crucial,  should 
make  it  clear  beyond  question  that  practical 
economic  considerations  cannot  be  left 
largely  to  chance  in  the  establishment  of  a 
new  service.  Moreover,  the  “safety  factor’’, 
often  referred  to  in  this  report,  would  seem 
to  require  that  there  be  no  further  major 
extension  of  the  coverage  of  Individual  VHF 
stations  throughout  the  country,  at  least 
until  UHF  clears  its  initial  hurdles  in  getting 
started  and  more  definite  knowledge  is  gained 
concerning  UHF  and  its  Interrelationships 
with  the  VHF.  Nor  should  the  application  of 
this  “safety  factor”  be  limited  to  Zone  I,  for 
the  ultimate  health  of  the  UHF  will  have  a 
vital  bearing  upon  television  development  In 
ell  zones.* 

To  Increase  power  and  height  now  In  Irrev¬ 
ocably  to  cast  the  die  In  favor  of  the  VHF 
and  to  take  an  unnecessary  gamble  with  the 
future  of  our  entire  television  system.  Par¬ 
ticularly  In  view  of  the  Commission’s  statu¬ 
tory  duty  to  "generally  encourage  the  larger 
and  more  effective  use  of  radio  in  the  public 


•  Statistics  for  the  upper  VHF  show  a  com¬ 
parable  extension  of  Grade  B  service  radius 
limited  by  noise  only  of  from  44  to  80  miles 
as  the  result  of  equivalent  Increases  but,  for 
purposes  of  simplicity,  only  lower  VHP 
flgxires  have  been  used. 

•  In  other  directions.  It  should  be  noted, 
both  operations  would  tend  to  approach  the 
noise  limitation  figure  of  86  miles  referred 
to  above,  for  the  stations  will  not  necessarily 
be  limited  In  every  direction  by  co-channel 
separations  of  this  order. 

•  The  temporary  loss  of  some  service  to 
outlying  areas  If  power  and  height  are  not 
Increased  Is  more  than  compensated  for  by 
the  substantial  enlargement  of  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  development  of  local  ’TV  outlets. 
Subsequently,  If  It  should  appear  that  some 
local  outlets  will  not  be  forthcoming,  the 
Increases  in  power  and  height  could  then 
(In  accordance  with  the  "safety  factor")  be 
granted  to  extend  coverage  to  these  outlying 
areas. 


Interest,"  I  believe  that  no  further  Increases 
in  power  and  antenna  heights,  beyond  those 
minor  ones  hereinbefore  indicated,  should 
be  permitted. 

B.  I  he  use  of  Channels  Nos.  66-83  (pars. 
26—32  of  the  Sixth  Report.)  The  Commis¬ 
sion,  in  my  opinion,  should  have  adopted 
and  finalized  the  proposal  in  Its  Third  Notice 
to  give  a  substantial  preference  in  these 
unassigned  "flexibility”  channels  to  cities 
without  television  ass^ignments .«  Under  this 
proposal,  a  party  In  a’ city  without  television 
assignments  (and  not  within  15  miles  of  an 
assignment)  could  have  applied  in  a  licens¬ 
ing  proceeding  for  a  "flexibility”  channel. 
In  contrast,  a  party  In  a  city  to  which  one 
or  more  assignments  had  been  provided 
would  have  been  ineligible  to  make  such  an 
application  and  would  have  been  required 
to  institute  rule  making  proceedings  to  se¬ 
cure  a  "flexibility”  assignment.  Such  a  rule 
of  "limited  eligibility”  protected  the  future 
Interest  of  smaller  cities  without  assign¬ 
ments  in  these  "flexibility”  channels,  and 
thereby  preserved  what  generally  will  be 
their  sole  opportunity  to  obtain  local  tele¬ 
vision  outlets. 

I  believe  that  the  Commission  has  erred  in 
deleting  this  Third  Notice  proposal  and  in 
making  unassigned  channels  available  to  all 
on  practically  an  equal  basis.  The  Commis¬ 
sion’s  statements  in  this  report  to  the  effect 
that  these  channels  will  “primarily”  be  used 
for  communities  without  assignments  (com¬ 
mercial  and  educational)  are  insufficient  In 
the  absence  of  specific  safeguards  and  stand¬ 
ards  to  accomplish  such  a  needed  result. 
The  privilege  given  cities  without  assign¬ 
ments  to  petition  for  "flexibility”  channels 
even  during  the  general  one-year  ban  on 
amendments  to  the  Table  does  not  offer 
anything  near  the  substantial  protection  re¬ 
quired.  In  view  of  the  anticipated  heavy 
demand  for  frequencies,  the  equal  right  of 
all  parties  (after  1  year)  to  petition  by  rule 
making  for  these  channels  and  particiilarly 
the  lack  of  any  definitive  criteria  under 
which  the  Commission  could  withhold  them 
against  such  demand.  It  Is  likely  that  most 
unasslgned  channels  will  be  preempted  by 
larger  cities  which  already  have  multiple 
television  assignments.  I  do  not  believe  that 
we  should  so  encourage  the  early  appropria¬ 
tion  of  these  channels  at  the  expense  of 
smaller  communities  which  may,  in  time,  be 
able  and  eager  to  support  a  local  television 
station. 

C.  The  procedure  for  processing  and  hear¬ 
ing  applications.  By  far  the  best  system  for 
processing  television  applications  would  be 
the  so-called  “two-lump”  procedure;  using 
It  the  Commission  would  separately  process 
all  VHF  applications  and  all  UHF  applications 
for  a  given  community  and  would  order  con¬ 
solidated  hearings  when  either  the  total 
number  of  VHF  or  UHF  applications  exceeded 
the  number  of  available  VHF  or  UHF  chan¬ 
nels.  The  "channel  by  channel”  procedure 
and  the  requirement  that  applications  spec¬ 
ify  transmitter  sites  will.  In  my  opinion, 
cause  unnecessary  legal  and  administrative 
difficulties  without  obtaining  any  substanlal 
gain  in  the  number  of  grants  without  hear¬ 
ing  Issued  by  the  Commission,  and  thus 
should  not  have  been  adopted. 

Strong  reasons  exist  for  preferring  the 
“two-lump”  procedure  even  if  it  may  be  as¬ 
sumed  (to  my  mind,  incorrectly)  that  the 
other  would  be  more  expeditious.  The  "two- 
lump”  method  would  enable  the  Commis¬ 
sion  more  closely  to  meet  Its  primary  duty 
in  licensing  proceedings  to  choose  the  best 


•  See  Part  II,  Assignment  Principles,  of  the 
Third  Notice.  These  unassigned  channels, 
known  In  the  Third  Notice  as  "flexibility” 
channels,  in  addition  to  Channels  66  to  83 
Include  those  additional  assignments  which 
could,  consistent  with  the  standards  estab¬ 
lished  herein,  be  made  on  Channels  2 
through  65. 
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qualified  applicants  In  a  community.  For 
example.  Its  use  would  obtain  the  three  most 
w'orthy  applicants  (perhaps  out  of  seven  or 
eight)  for  three  VHF  channels  that  may  be 
available  In  a  given  city.''  “Channel  by 
channel”,  however,  will  at  best  obtain  the 
most  highly  qualified  applicant  for  each  of 
the  three  channels;  in  so  doing  it  may  bypass 
one  or  two  more  worthy  applicants  who  have 
been  lost  In  the  contest  over  a  particular 
channel. 

That  all  VHP  channels  are  identical  has 
been  a  basic  principle  of  the  allocations  plan 
and  the  Commission  has  denied  several 
counterproposals  in  these  proceedings  which 
sought  to  distinguish  between  VHP  frequen¬ 
cies  as  such.  By  permitting  applicants  to 
pick  and  seek  particular  VHP  frequencies, 
the  “channel  by  channel”  procedure  is  in¬ 
consistent  with  this  basic  allocations  prin¬ 
ciple.*  Unfortunately,  it  also  offers  greater 
opportunity  for  and  thus  encourages  maneu¬ 
vering,  pressuring  and  trading  among  appli¬ 
cants  within  available  VHP  channels.  No 
one  can  believe  that  these  competitive  prac¬ 
tices  will  be  Intended  to  or  will  produce 
applicants  best  qualified  to  serve  the  public 
Interest  and  most  dedicated  to  it.  Clearly, 
the  Commission  should  not  abdicate  to  indi¬ 
vidual  applicants  its  critical  role  in  licensing 
proceedings;  it  should  not  select  a  procedure 
that  puts  a  premium  on  their  wiles  and 
stratagems. 

The  contention  that  “channel  by  channel” 
offers  greater  speed  is  without  substantial 
foundation  in  my  opinion.  Most  likely,  the 
number  of  early  grants  will  be  very  much 
the  same  no  matter  which  procedure  is 
adopted.  At  best  there  will  be  a  limited 
number  of  instances  in  which  “channel  by 
channel”  will  free  for  grant  an  application 
otherwise  caught  in  hearing.  It  is  unreason¬ 
able  to  anticipate  many  islands  in  the  rough 
seas  of  VHP  competition.  Instances  where 
there  will  not  be  multiple  applications  re¬ 
quiring  hearings  for  every  choice  VHP  chan¬ 
nel.  In  the  case  of  UHP,  the  lesser  competi¬ 
tion  will  probably  bring,  in  general,  fewer 
Immediate  applications  and  should  permit 
a  quantity  of  uncontested  grants,  regard¬ 
less  of  the  method  adopted. 

In  view  of  the  anticipated  heavT  contest 
for  VHP  frequencies,  it  is  probable  that 
“channel  by  channel”  will  in  many  instances 
require  multiple  VHP  hearings  in  the  same 
community.  This  Increase  in  the  total  num¬ 
ber  of  hearings  will,  in  view  of  the  limited 
hearing  staff,  cause  a  serious  delay  in  over-all 
processing.  It  also  raises  the  possibility  of 
inconsistent  results  in  these  several  VHP 
hearings  in  a  city,  due  in  part  to  the  use  of 
different  examiners  and  also  to  the  varied 
and  inconsistent  decisional  factors  controll¬ 
ing  licensing  that  may  be  present  in  each 
hearing.* 


’This  applies  with  equal  force  to  UHP 
channels  and  applications,  although  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  simplicity  only  the  VHF  is  referred 
to.  It  should  be  noted  that  w’ere  it  not  for 
the  desirability  of  getting  UHP  sarted  against 
the  advantage  already  held  by  the  highly 
developed  VHF,  a  “one-lump"  procedure,  in¬ 
cluding  all  the  multiple  applicants  for  avail¬ 
able  channels,  would  for  the  reasons  stated 
herein  be  best  and  should  have  been  adopted. 

*The  “two-lump”  procedure  on  the  other 
hand  is  not  only  consistent  with  the  funda¬ 
mental  principles  of  the  allocations  plan 
but  is  the  procedure  which  in  essence  has 
been  used  by  the  Commission  in  FM  and 
heretofore  in  television.  It  represents  too 
a  sound  departure  from  the  method  used 
in  AM.  where  a  “channel  by  channel”  pro¬ 
cedure  was  permissible  for  licensing  proceed¬ 
ings  brought  in  the  absence  of  an  engineered 
allocations  plan  and  Table  of  Assignments. 

*  Thus,  for  example,  depending  upon  the 
lineup  of  applicants  for  particular  VHF  chan¬ 
nels.  the  basic  fact  r  of  local  residence  may 
be  without  subsLuniial  Significance  in  one 


Although  a  single  examiner  for  all  of  these 
VHP  hearings  reduces  the  dangers  of  incon¬ 
sistent  results,  there  remains  the  probability 
of  varied  and  inconsistent  decisional  factors 
in  them.  Such  an  arrangement,  in  any 
event,  would  waste  whatever  time  advantage 
“channel  by  channel”  might  otherwise  have 
held,  for  the  examiner,  in  order  to  avoid  giv¬ 
ing  an  unfair  “head  start”  to  any  applicant, 
W’ould  undoubtedly  have  to  hold  up  his  earlier 
decisions  until  all  VHF  decisions  in  that  city 
were  ready  for  simultaneous  Issuance, 

The  requirement  for  applicants’  specifica¬ 
tion  of  transmitter  sites,  apparently  one  of 
the  prime  reasons  for  Commission  adoption 
of  the  “channel  by  channel”  procedure,  is 
actually  a  cardinal  weakness  of  it.  Not  only 
will  it  make  more  difficult  and  seriously  slow 
up  routine  processing  but  it  will  require  a 
heavy,  and  in  most  cases  an  unnecessary,  ex¬ 
pense  for  all  applicants.  It  opens,  moreover, 
an  unfortunately  wide  avenue  for  those 
“backstage”  competitive  manipulations  al¬ 
ready  referred  to. 

Since  transmitter  sites  will  be  specified 
in  more  than  1,000  applications,  it  is  not  un¬ 
likely  that  a  good  number  of  them  will  not 
meet  the  established  mileage  separations  to 
other  specified  sites.  Not  only  will  co-chan¬ 
nel  separations  have  to  be  taken  into  ac¬ 
count  here,  and  adjacent  channel  separa¬ 
tions  as  well,  but.  Insofar  as  the  UHF  appli¬ 
cations  are  concerned,  also  those  many  other 
separations  established  by  the  so-called  “Ta¬ 
boo  Table.”  ••  Particularly  accentuating  this 
difficulty  will  be  the  fact  that  in  preparing 
an  application  for  filing,  there  is  no  way  for 
an  applicant  to  know  of  the  specified  sites  in 
other  applications  to  be  filed  which  will 
cause  him  to  violate  the  minimum  separa¬ 
tions. 

Every  time  specified  sites  violate  the  sep¬ 
arations,  a  conflict  requiring  a  hearing  will 
be  created  Involving  applicants  from  dif¬ 
ferent  cities  (as  well  as  between  other  com¬ 
peting  applicants  in  their  respective  cities.^ 
These  conflicts,  closely  resembling  those 
arising  in  standard  broadcasting,  are  pre¬ 
cisely  those  which  the  television  allocations 
plan  and  Table  of  Assignments  were  de¬ 
signed  to  resolve  and  avoid. 

Only  a  relatively  few  such  conflicts  would 
be  able  to  begin  a  chain  reaction  which  would 
tie  up  extensive  regions  of  the  country  and 
large  numbers  of  channels  in  extremely 
complicated  hearings.  Even  should  the  con¬ 
flict  and  hearing  be  limited  to  applicants  in 
two  cities,  it  is  indeed  difficult  to  see  what 
criteria  the  Commission  would  use  to  prefer 
an  applicant  from  one  city  over  his  compet- 


hearing  where  both  applicants  possess  it. 
substantially  overlooked  in  another  hearing 
where  neither  applicant  is  local  to  the  com¬ 
munity,  and  determinative  in  a  third  hear¬ 
ing  where  one  applicant  is  a  local  resident 
and  the  other  is  not.  Under  the  “two-lump” 
procedure,  however,  all  decisional  factors 
would  play  a  consistently  equal  role  in  the 
results  for  all  VHF  channels. 

«See  §3.610  (b)  (3)  of  the  rules.  Briefly 
to  list  them,  these  “Taboo  Table”  separa¬ 
tions,  all  Involving  different  channels,  in¬ 
clude  IF  beat  (20  miles),  inter  modulation 
(20  miles),  oscillator  (60  miles),  sound 
image  (60  miles),  and  picture  image  (73 
miles).  Every  one  of  these  separations  will 
have  to  be  taken  into  account  in  every  di¬ 
rection  in  measuring  and  determining  the 
interrelationships  of  all  transmitter  sites 
specified. 

Since  educators  will  also  be  required  to 
specify  transmitter  sites,  they  may  similarly 
be  forced  into  conflict  with  commercial  in¬ 
terests  in  other  cities,  a  situation  inconsist¬ 
ent  with  the  basic  noncompetitive  principle 
of  a  reservation.  Moreover,  in  such  con¬ 
flicts  there  are  no  established  criteria  under 
which  the  Commission  could  choose  between 
an  educator  in  one  city  and  a  commercial 
applicant  in  another. 


Itor  in  another  (not  to  mention  the  other 
competitors  in  each  city),  lor  the  Table  of 
Assignments  has  already  established  that  the 
operations  of  the  several  channels  which  may 
be  Involved  are,  in  their  respective  cities, 
technically  feasible  and  proper  in  every  re¬ 
spect. 

The  transmitter  problem  could  best  be 
handled  on  a  “slte-to-be-determlned”  basis 
under  the  “two-lump”  procedure.  The 
transmitter  site  and  its  related  Issues  would 
then  play  no  part  in  a  comparative  hearing. 
Only  the  successful  applicant  (or  applicants)' 
holding  a  construction  permit  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  secure  a  site  meeting  minimum 
mileage  separations.  Any  difficulties  in  so 
doing  could  more  easily  be  ironed  out  within 
the  greater  flexibility  of  Informal,  adminis¬ 
trative  processes.  Given  the  result  in  either 
case  of  sites  within  the  minimum  separa¬ 
tions,  the  procedure  which  reduces  difficulties 
to  a  minimum  should  be  preferred. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  contrast  of  its 
assured  benefits  against  the  probable  min¬ 
imal  gains  and  the  serious  difficulties  en¬ 
tailed  in  the  other  procedure,  there  is  every 
reason  to  adopt  the  “two-lump”  method  for 
the  processing  and  the  hearing  of  applica¬ 
tions. 

D.  The  Educational  Reservations,  and  the 
Table  of  Assignments,  to  which  I  concur  in¬ 
sofar  as  the  decision  adopts  the  principle  of 
reserving  channels  for  educational  purixwes 
and  assigns  specific  channels  for  such  pur¬ 
poses,  and  to  which  I  dissent  insofar  as  the 
decision  falls  to  make  a  more  adequate  and 
proper  provision  for  education  herein. 

I.  I  am  in  complete  agreement  with  the 
Commission’s  action  in  finally  adopting  the 
principle  of  indefinitely  reserving  television 
channels  for  noncommercial  educational  pur¬ 
poses.  I  concur,  therefore,  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  decision  Insofar  as  it  has  finally 
reserved  specific  channels  in  cities  through¬ 
out  the  United  States.  Both  Commission 
recognition  of  the  principle  and  the  speclflo 
reservations  mark  a  significant  step  forward 
for  educational  TV.  I  believe,  however,  that 
the  Commission’s  provision  for  education 
herein  is  deficient  in  many  vital  respects, 
both  general  and  specific.  By  falling  to  pro¬ 
vide  education  with  its  rightful  share  of 
the  television  spectrum,  the  Commission,  in 
my  opinion,  runs  the  risk  of  stunting  the 
growth  of  educational  TV  in  the  formative 
days  of  its  infancy  and  of  forever  retarding 
the  future  of  our  entire  educational  system. 

My  separate  views  to  the  Commission’s 
Third  Notice,  issued  March  21,  1951,  pointed 
out  certain  defects  in  the  proposals  therein 
respecting  educational  television  in  the  hope 
that  they  would  be  remedied  before  final 
action  was  taken.  Our  decision  today,  how¬ 
ever,  in  large  measure  finalizes  these  pro¬ 
posals  and  thus  freezes  into  permanency 
most  of  the  flaws  and  shortcomings  contained 
in  them.  Furthermore,  their  adoption  has 
resulted  in  numerous  errors  in  the  specific 
allocations  of  the  Commission’s  Table  of  As¬ 
signments.  In  view  of  the  finality  of  this 
action,  the  additional  evidence  adduced  by 
educators  in  the  clty-by-clty  hearings  and 
the  constantly  increasing  advancements  in 
educational  TV,  I  now  feel  even  more  certain 
that  the  Commission  has  grievously  erred  in 
not  providing  education  with  the  reserva¬ 
tions  it  needs  and  deserves  and  that,  in  so 
doing,  it  has  worked  an  injustice  to  the 
public  Interest. 

II.  In  order  to  give  a  proper  perspective  to 
the  CommUsion’s  action,  certain  background 
facts  should  first  be  stated  in  summary  form. 
It  is  fundamental  that  the  Commission  is 
herein  shaping  the  nature  and  course  of 
television  operations  for  generations  to  come. 
In  this  decision,  the  Commission  allocates 
and  opens  up  for  licensing  almost  all  of  the 
frequencies  that  now  remain  available  for 
television  service.  Education  in  general  will 
not  immediately  be  able  to  claim  and  use 
these  television  channels;  it  will  need,  as  the 
Commission  recognizes,  additional  time  in 
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which  to  secur*  funds,  evolve  organizational 
structures  and,  Just  as  Important,  Investigate 
and  develop  the  new.  expanded  role  which 
It  can,  through  television,  play  In  the  com¬ 
munity. 

In  view  of  the  pent-up  commercial  demand 
for  television  facilities  and  the  certainty  of 
their  early  preemption  for  regular  commer¬ 
cial  operations,  only  the  reservation  now  of 
a  substantial  number  of  channels  will  Insure 
their  availability  for  future,  full-scale  edu¬ 
cational  use.  Provision  for  education  in 
television  must  literally  be  made  now  or 
never.  Since  education  cannot  in  the  Im¬ 
mediate  future  compete  for  the  remaining 
channels,  the  absence  of  a  reservation  la 
any  city  is  almost  a  death  blow  to  Its  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  an  educational-television  service. 

III.  There  has  been  no  question  as  to  the 
tremendous  potential  Inherent  in  large-scale 
use  of  television  by  educators.  TV,  as  the 
"electronic  blackboard,”  Is  a  teaching  tool 
of  rare  power  and  persuasion.  Combining 
sight  and  sound,  blessed  with  an  Immediacy 
of  transmission  and  impact,  welcomed  by 
and  available  to  almost  everyone,  television 
offers  an  unprecedented  opportunity  for  edu¬ 
cation.  both  formal  and  Informal.  It  Is 
uniquely  capable  of  serving  all  of  our  people 
In  our  schools,  homes  and  factories  on  a 
constant  and  Intimate  basis.  It  can  do  so, 
moreover,  at  a  cost  which  Is  extraordinarily 
low  when  full  account  is  taken  of  Its  ef¬ 
fectiveness  and  extensive  coverage. 

To  refer  to  educational  TV,  however.  Is  no 
longer  to  speak  merely  of  a  potential,  how¬ 
ever  basic  such  considerations  might  be. 
The  steadily  expanding  volume  of  educa¬ 
tional  telecasting  and  the  many  successful 
experiments  In  teaching  through  TV  are 
already  realizing  the  potential  of  this  new 
medium  in  every  day  life.**  These  activities 


«The  dynamic  aspects  of  the  growth  of 
educational  television  have  been  dramati¬ 
cally  illustrated,  not  only  on  but  off  the  rec¬ 
ord  where  they  must  be  common  knowledge 
to  the  Commission.  Each  month  brings  a 
larger  number  of  schools  Into  this  field, 
sponsoring  and  producing  telecasts.  Initiat¬ 
ing  classes  and  workshops  (both  technical 
and  creative)  and  securing  and  operating 
their  own  television  equipment.  Including 
studios  and  closed  circuit  operations  (see 
Inter  alia  JCETT  Exhibit  647).  Regular  edu¬ 
cationally  sponsored  telecasts  of  several 
years  standing  have  proved  most  successful 
ind  have  continually  been  expanding.  An 
outstanding  example  Is  found  In  Philadel¬ 
phia  where  the  TV  "School  of  the  Air,”  used 
as  part  of  the  regular  curriculum  In  the 
classroom,  has  been  In  operation  since  1949 
and  where,  last  year,  the  TV  "University  of 
the  Air”  commenced  operations  to  provide 
adult  education  In  the  home  under  the  Joint 
sponsorship  of  the  area’s  19  schools  of  higher 
learning.  Together,  these  two  programs  now 
telecast  a  total  of  nine  half-hour  programs 
per  week  over  the  three  stations  In  that  city. 
Regular  educational  telecasts  on  a  more 
modest  scale  have  been  seen  also  In  other 
cities.  Including  Detroit,  New  York,  Newark, 
Miami,  Chicago,  etc.  These  programs  can¬ 
not,  however,  as  Indicated  above,  provide 
anything  near  an  adequate  substitute  for 
education’s  own  ’TV  stations. 

In  the  past  year,  several  educational 
organizations  have  developed  plans  for  State¬ 
wide  TV  networks.  TTie  exhaustive  proposal 
of  the  New  York  State  Board  of  Re¬ 
gents  is  the  most  highly  developed  of  these, 
but  initial  steps  toward  such  networks  have 
also  been  taken  In  Wisconsin  (now  operating 
a  State-wide  radio  network  of  eight  stations) , 
New  Jersey,  Connecticut,  and  Washington. 

And  only  a  short  time  ago,  a  conference 
in  St.  Louis  of  leading  educators,  citizens 
and  organizations  In  this  field  laid  the 
groundwork  for  a  national  educational  TV 
network  to  facilitate  the  building  and  op¬ 
eration  of  noncommercial  stations.  This 
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show  only  a  sample  of  what  education  could 
do  with  Its  own  full-time  stations;  they  pro¬ 
vide  Increasing  proof  that  television.  In  the 
hands  of  educators,  could  revitalize  and  ex¬ 
pand  our  entire  educational  system  and  do 
80  at  a  minimum  cost. 

IV.  The  phenomenon  of  television  has  had 
an  unprecedentedly  rapid  growth;  It  has  be¬ 
come  In  only  6  years  an  Integral  part  of  the 
lives  and  habits  of  millions  of  people.  Al¬ 
ready  possessing  major  standing  among  the 
mass  media.  Its  power  and  Influence  will 
without  question  soon  be  second  to  none.  It 
Is  particularly  Irresistible  to  children,  tens  of 
thousands  of  whom  already  spend  more  time 
before  their  ’TV  receivers  than  they  do  In 
school. 

Television,  like  other  technical  Innovations, 
Is  neutral  In  character;  Its  use  (or  rather,  our 
use  of  It)  will  ultimately  determine  Its 
value.  In  view  of  television’s  extraordinary 
Influence,  which  must  grow  rather  than 
abate  In  future  years,  the  Commission  has 
an  especial  responsibility  to  the  public- 
adults  as  well  as  children — to  Insure  that 
this  great  natural  resource  to  a  substantial 
degree  Is  devoted  to  cultural  interests,  to 
education  as  well  as  entertainment.  The 
Commission’s  lawful  task  Is  not  merely  to 
establish  the  technical  framework  for  tele¬ 
vision  service.  ’The  public  must  not  only  be 
reached,  It  must  ( In  the  truly  beneficial  sense 
of  that  word)  be  "served.”  The  Commis¬ 
sion’s  goal,  within  the  ambit  of  Its  statutory 
powers,  should  therefore  be  to  bring  about 
the  best  possible  television  service  for  the 
American  people.  The  participation  of  edu¬ 
cators  on  a  full-scale  basis  is  Indispensable  to 
its  achievement. 

V.  It  Is  clear  from  the  record  In  these 
proceedings,  as  It  Is  from  the  entire  history 
of  broadcasting,  that  educational  stations 
can  and  will  make  a  distinctive  and  valuable 
contribution  to  television.  Although  there 
are  commercial  stations  which,  as  part  of 
their  public-  service  responsibilities,  have 
granted  time  and  facilities  for  educational 
telecasting,  these  programs  at  best  do  not 
even  begin  to  satisfy  education’s  need  in 
television.  Commercial  stations  in  general 
cannot  provide,  nor  In  all  fairness  could  they 
be  expected  to  provide,  a  complete  educa¬ 
tional  service.  Only  a  system  of  independ¬ 
ently  licensed  educational  stations  operating 
full-time  on  a  noncommercial  basis  can  ac¬ 
complish  such  a  service.** 

Educational  ’EY  stations,  when  established, 
will  do  more  than  furnish  a  uniquely  valuable 
teaching  aid  for  In-school  and  home  use. 
They  will  supply  a  beneficial  complement  to 
commercial  telecasting.  Providing  for  a 
greater  diversity  In  TV  programming,  they 
will  be  particularly  attractive  to  the  many 
specialized  and  minority  Interests  In  the  com¬ 
munity,  cultural  as  well  as  educational,  which 
tend  to  be  bypassed  by  commercial  broad¬ 
casters  thinking  In  terms  of  mass  audiences. 
They  will  permit  the  entire  viewing  public 
an  unaccustomed  freedom  of  choice  In  pro¬ 
gramming.  Educationally  licensed  and  op¬ 
erated  stations  will.  In  addition,  result  in  a 
substantial  and  beneficial  diversification  In 
the  ownership  and  control  of  broadcast  facil¬ 
ities.  This  would  be  closely  In  line  with  es¬ 
tablished  Commission  policy  which  has 
sought  to  achieve  such  diversification 
through  the  exercise  of  its  licensing  author- 


conference  underscores  the  swiftness  of  de¬ 
velopments  here,  for  the  possibility  of  co¬ 
operative  endeavor  within  a  particular  city 
is  herein  marked  as  a  significant  step  for¬ 
ward  (see  par.  44  of  the  Sixth  Report) . 

“This  record  and  history  of  broadcasting 
further  establish  that  commercial  radio  and 
television  over  the  years  have  In  general 
failed  to  give  even  a  barely  minimal  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  educational  broadcasting.  The 
need  for  educational  stations,  however, 
would  as  above  stated,  exist  even  If  this  were 
not  the  fact. 


Ity.  Finally,  educational  stations  will  pro¬ 
vide  the  highest  standards  of  public  service. 
Introducing  noncommercial  objectives  and 
activities,  they  will  be  a  leavening  agent 
raising  the  aim  and  operations  of  our  entire 
broadcasting  system. 

VI.  The  Commission’s  mandate.  In  these 
circumstances,  requires  It  to  provide  a  thor¬ 
oughgoing  opportunity  for  education  In  tele¬ 
vision,  to  grant  educators  an  adequate  "home 
in  the  spectrum.”  It  can  do  so  only  by  maxi¬ 
mizing  the  number  of  reservations  for  educa¬ 
tion  and  by  realistically  Implementing  its 
action  here  and  In  Its  Rules  and  Regulations 
so  as  to  encourage  and  enable  educators  to 
take  full  advantage  of  these  reservations. 
By  “maximizing  the  number  of  reservations,”* 
I  mean  the  necessity  of  giving  education  one 
of  the  paramount  priorities  In  the  allocation 
of  channels  and  of  reserving  as  many  assign¬ 
ments  as  possible,  consistent  with  the  other 
major  needs  In  the  spectrum.  Certainly  the 
Commission  has  not  adopted  or  applied  such 
a  policy  here.** 

’There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  television 
spectrum  In  the  main  should  be  devoted  to 
commercial  operations  In  accordance  with 
the  traditional  concepts  of  our  broadcasting 
system.  Commercial  broadcasting  plays  a 
vital  function  In  the  development  and  oper¬ 
ation  of  this  system,  one  which  the  non¬ 
commercial  cannot  fulfill.  Educational  tele¬ 
vision  has,  however.  Its  own  uniquely  valu¬ 
able  contribution  of  public  service  to  make 
to  this  system. 

11108,  only  by  establishing  a  high  ranking 
educational  priority  could  the  Commission 
meet  Its  obligation.  Inherent  In  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  and  expressly  recognized 
In  Its  1935  report  to  Congress  respecting 
section  307  (c)  of  that  act.  to  "actively 
assist  In  the  determination  of  the  rightful 
place  of  broadcasting  In  education  and  to 
see  that  It  Is  used  In  that  place." 

In  establishing  a  scale  of  relative  values, 
upon  which  Its  allocations  and  assignments 
are  based,  the  Commission  has  sorely  under¬ 
valued  education  and  placed  it  in  a  grossly 
subordinate  position.  As  a  result  of  the 
Commission’s  failure  to  strike  a  proper  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  various  Interests  here  Involved, 
education  has  not  been  provided  with  the 
proportionate  share  of  the  channels  It  de¬ 
serves.  Certainly  commercial  broadcasting 
should  get  the  "lion’s”  share  of  these  TV 
frequencies:  It  should  not,  however,  get 
the  "lamb’s”  share  as  well. 

VII.  The  evidence  of  educators’  deep  In¬ 
terest  In  television  and  the  steps  they  have 
already  taken  or  contemplate  as  to  the 
building  and  operation  of  TV  stations  Is 
detailed,  voluminous  and  persuasive.  Edu¬ 
cators’  affidavits  have,  in  scores  of  Instances, 
gone  far  beyond  expressions  of  mere  willing¬ 
ness  or  hope.  They  have  set  forth  concrete 
facts  and  figures;  they  have  particularized 
In  minute  degree  the  why’s  and  how’s  of 
their  plans  for  educational  television. 
Merely  to  glance  through  them — to  mention 
only  the  affidavits  of  the  New  York  State 


“  The  sole  allocation  principle  respecting 
education  adopted  by  the  Commission  Is  that 
which  assigns  a  channel  to  those  cities  which 
are  primarily  educational  centers.  Beyond 
this,  education  has  played  no  part  In  the 
allocation  of  channels;  the  Commission  has 
merely  reserved  one.  channel  In  a  city  when, 
by  applying  allocation  principles,  three  or 
more  have  been  assigned  to  it.  For  these 
reasons,  the  Joint  Committee  on  Educational 
Television  has  requested  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  adopt  an  educational  priority  to  serve 
as  a  basic  principle  In  the  allocation  of  chan¬ 
nels.  (See  Pars.  83-4  of  the  Sixth  Report). 
Despite  the  Commission’s  glossing  over  of  this 
request.  It  should  be  noted  that  many  more 
reservations  would  have  been  provided  here¬ 
in  If  such  a  high-ranking  priority  had  been 
adopted  before  the  Issuance  of  the  Third 
Notice  or  this  Final  Decision. 
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Board  of  Regents,  the  New  Jersey  Board  of 
Education,  the  Wisconsin  State  Radio  Coun¬ 
cil,  the  Universities  ol  Kansas,  Houston,  Ohio 
State,  and  Southern  Illinois,  of  educators  in 
the  cities  of  Milwaukee,  Houston.  Pittsburgh, 
Chicago,  San  Francisco,  Boston,  etc.— estab¬ 
lishes  conclusively  that  education,  given  a 
proper  reservation,  will  make  excellent  use 
of  the  facilities  set  aside  for  it. 

The  Commission  holds  herein  that  the  en¬ 
tire  record  in  the  general  portion  of  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  overcomes  objections  to  the  baslo 
principle  of  reservations.**  In  the  same  way, 
the  entire  record  in  these  proceedings,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  evidence  in  the  city-by-city 
hearings,  should  be  held  to  overcome  any 
imd  all  objections  to  finalizing  specific  res¬ 
ervations  herein.  Cumulatively,  this  entire 
record  supports  a  maxlmtun  number  of  res¬ 
ervations  sufficient  for  a  nationwide  service, 
which  would  allow  almost  everyone  in  this 
country  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of  an  educa¬ 
tional  "school  of  the  air."  At  the  very  least, 
this  record  requires  that  the  Commission 
finaliae  all  of  the  reservations  proposed  in 
the  Third  Notice  and  grant,  in  the  absence 
of  more  basic  considerations  to  the  contrary, 
those  other  reservations  specifically  requested 
by  educators  herein.** 

Vni.  With  the  foregt^ng  remarks  to  serve 
as  background,  we  may  now  turn  to  an  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  Table  of  Assignment* 
itself.  In  my  opinion,  the  Commission’s  pro¬ 
vision  for  educational  TV  is  generally  inade¬ 
quate  in  that: 

a.  It  fails  to  reserve  sufficient  channels  for 
a  Nation-wide  educational  service.  Since 
reservations  for  all  practical  piuposes  are 
indispensable  to  the  establishment  of  educa¬ 
tional  television  stations,  it  is  axiomatio 
that  only  a  policy  of  setting  aside  channels 
on  a  Nation-wide  basis  will  accomplish  the 
development  of  a  truly  national  educational 
service.  Yet,  the  233  reservations  finalized 
by  the  Commission,  representing  approxi¬ 
mately  11.6  percent  of  the  total  number  of 
assignments,  fall  woefully  short  of  providing 
the  requisite  number  of  channels  for  such 
a  service.  They  allow  at  best  for  haphazard 
and  inequitable  educational  development  of 
the  medium.** 

There  is  no  allocation  for  educational  TV 
in  approximately  one-fourth  of  all  of  the 
metropolitan  communities  in  this  country. 
This  Includes  cities  as  large  as  Youngstown 
(Ohio)  with  a  metropolitan  area  population 
of  825,000;  Allentown-Bethlehem  (Pennsyl¬ 
vania)  with  a  population  of  430,0(X);  and 
Bpringfleld-Holyoke  (Maasachusetts)  with  a 
population  of  400,000.  The  people  in  these 
many  large  cities,  therefore,  will  probably 
be  deprived  for  all  time  of  a  valuable  educa- 


*'Par.  44  of  the  Sixth  Report. 

**  It  should  be  noted  that  educators  have 
unfairly  been  required  to  participate  in  both 
the  general  and  clty-by-clty  portions  of  these 
proceedings.  To  my  mind,  the  Commission 
in  the  public  Interest  could  and  should  have 
provided  a  substantial  number  of  reserva¬ 
tions  in  its  final  decision  without  requiring 
any  showing  from  educators  in  either  por¬ 
tion  and  certainly  without  requiring  one  in 
both. 

•’  Thus,  for  example,  by  providing  a  reser¬ 
vation  in  every  city  in  which  two  assignments 
were  proposed  by  the  Third  Notice  (rather 
than  the  three  assignments  used  as  the  basis 
for  reservations  in  that  notice),  the  Com¬ 
mission  could  have  set  aside  an  additional 
146  assignments  for  education.  These  would, 
of  course,  allow  for  a  closer  approximation 
of  a  Nation-wide  E3rstem  (see  my  Separate 
Views  to  the  Third  Notice  for  a  discussion 
of  cultural  monopoly  as  contrasted  to  the 
econmnic  variety,  sec.  II).  It  has  also  been 
my  constant  position  that  the  Commission 
bad  the  responsibility  to  make  or  initiate  a 
study  of  educational  needs  throughout  the 
country  to  serve  as  the  basis  for  television 
allocations  to  education. 


tlonal  service  which  their  more  fortunate 
neighbors  in  comparable  or  smaller  com¬ 
munities  may  soon  enjoy. 

Similarly,  there  is  only  a  single  reservation 
provided  for  each  of  the  following  States: 
Massachusetts,  Maryland.  Kentucky,  Wyo¬ 
ming,  Delaware,  Rhode  Island,  and  Vermont, 
out  of  a  combined  total  of  114  channels 
assigned  to  them.  Only  two  reservations 
have  been  provided  for  the  entire  States  of 
Minnesota,  Nebraska,  Arizona,  Idaho,  Nevada 
and  New  Hampshire.  In  New  York  City 
where  scores  of  educational  and  cultural  in¬ 
stitutions  serve  more  than  ll.OOO.CXK)  people 
in  the  area,  only  one  channel  has  been  re¬ 
served  despite  the  forcefully  documented 
request  of  the  New  York  State  Board  of 
Regents  for  a  second  channel  to  meet  the 
combined  needs  of  the  regents,  the  city  itself, 
the  board  of  education  and  the  many  private 
schools  and  Institutions  of  higher  learning 
located  there.  This  is  done  despite  the  fact 
that  New  York  City  is  today  the  primary 
production  center  for  commercial  television 
and  its  many  writers,  artists  and  technicians 
would  likewise  be  of  great  value  to  educa¬ 
tional  television. 

b.  The  reservations  have  predominantly 
been  confined  to  the  ultra-high  (UHF)  por¬ 
tion  of  the  spectrum  and  an  insufficient 
number  of  VHF  reservations  provided.  By 
limiting  education  to  UHF  frequencies  in 
cities  in  which  commercial  television  over 
VHF  has  already  made  substantial  inroads, 
or  will  soon  do  so,  the  Commission  has 
placed  the  eduChtors  there  at  a  fundamental 
disadvantage.  This  situation  exists  in  a 
large  number  of  cities,  including  such  major 
communities  as  Detroit,  Philadelphia,  Cin¬ 
cinnati,  Cleveland,  Washington,  etc.  While 
It  may  be  true  that  some  educators  in  these 
circumstances  will  find  UHF  operations  only 
a  "temporary  handicap",  for  others  it  may 
prove  to  be  a  permanent  disability.  The 
public’s  stake  in  educational  TV  is  too  great 
to  be  forced  to  rest  on  such  speculation. 

The  past  year  since  issuance  of  the  Third 
Notice  further  aggravated  this  problem, 
and  made  even  clearer  the  inadvisability  of 
forcing  education  into  the  UHF  in  these 
cities.  More  than  16,000,000  TV  receivers  are 
now  in  the  hands  of  the  public  and,  in  many 
conununlties  set  ownership  nears  or  stands 
at  the  "saturation  point."  Educators  tmder- 
taking  the  task,  considerable  in  Itself,  of 
raising  funds  for  noncommercial  operations 
will  be  faced  with  the  difficult  obstacle  that 
their  UHF  operations  in  these  cities  would 
not  be  capable  of  being  received  by  a  single 
one  of  the  millions  of  outstanding  sets,  un¬ 
less  these  sets  are  first  converted. 

No  one  can  be  unmindful  of  the  fact  that 
commercial  operators  attempting  UHF  tele¬ 
casting  in  cities  with  established  VHF  service 
will  themselves  be  handicapped  by  an  initial 
competitive  disadvantage.**  But,  however 
great  this  problem  of  integrating  UHF  into 
existing  VHF  operations  may  be,  it  can  best 
be  handled  by  commercial  operators  who  arc 
spurred  on  by  competitive  motives  and  pos¬ 
sible  monetary  profits  and  it  properly  should 
be  entrusted  to  them.  For  the  Commission 
to  force  education  to  carry  what  is  essentially 
a  substantial  commercial  burden  is  unre¬ 
alistic  and  unwise,  for  It  appreciably  limits 
the  opportunity  a  reservation  offers  to  edu¬ 
cators.'* 


>*  As  expressly  stated  In  par.  200  of  this  re¬ 
port.  See  also  my  Dissenting  Opinion  deal¬ 
ing  with  Powers  and  Antenna  Heights,  Part 
A,  herein. 

*».An  extreme  instance  of  such  unrealistic 
allocations  is  found  in  ten  cities,  in  each  of 
which  the  Commission  has  made  two  VHP 
assignments  and  then  has  reserved  for  edu¬ 
cation  the  only  UHF  channel  assigned  there. 
These  cities  are:  Bangor  (Maine),  Great  Falls 
(Montana),  Dickinson  and  WlUiston  (North 
Dakota).  Pierre  (South  Dakota),  Walla  Walla 
(Washington),  Laredo  (Texas),  Huntington 
(W’est  Virginia) ,  Toledo  (Ohio) ,  and  Sjrracuse 


Education's  share  of  the  VHF  is  clearly 
Inadequate.  Not  a  single  VHP  reservation 
has  been  provided  for  the  States  of  New  York, 
Michigan,  Ohio,  Indiana,  Connecticut,  New 
Jersey,  Virginia,  West  Virginia,  Nebraska. 
Kentucky,  Rhode  Island,  Delaware,  Vermont, 
and  Maryland,  out  of  a  combined  total  of  97 
VHP  channels  assigned  to  them.  Only  a 
single  VHP  has  been  reserved  in  each  of  the 
following  States:  Massachusetts,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  Wisconsin,  Missouri,  North  Carolina, 
New  Hampshire,  Maine,  Mississippi,  Nevada, 
South  Ctirollna,  Utah,  Idaho,  Wyoming  and 
Louisiana,  out  of  a  combined  total  of  136 
VHP  assigned  to  them.  Thus,  in  28  States, 
including  many  of  the  leaders  In  population 
and  resources  which  have  particular  need  for 
educational  television,  educators  have  re¬ 
ceived  14  VHP  out  of  a  total  of  233  assigned. 

In  order  to  correct  this  inequitable  distri¬ 
bution  of  channels  to  education,  the  Com¬ 
mission  should  have,  whenever  possible, 
placed  in  the  VHP  the  additional  reservations 
allocated  herein  and  should  have  made  par¬ 
ticular  effort  to  provide  a  VHP  reservation 
in  the  “closed"  and  predominantly  VHP 
cities. 

c.  The  Commission  has  improperly  bound 
its  policy  of  reservations  too  closely  to  a  show¬ 
ing  of  present  demand  by  educators.  A  study 
of  the  specific  assignments  herein  clearly 
establishes  that  the  Commission  has  refused 
to  extend  its  reservations  to  the  cities  neces¬ 
sary  for  a  nationwide  educational  servlcs 
solely  for  the  reason  that  no  showing  of  de¬ 
mand  for  such  reservations  has  been  made  by 
local  educators  in  these  cities.  On  this  same 
basis  the  Commission  in  several  cities  has 
deleted  proposed  VHP  reservations.  Only  in 
cases  where  a  proposed  reservation  has  not 
been  opposed  by  commercial  Interests  has 
the  Commission  finalized  reservations, 
whether  VHP  or  UHF.  without  requiring  evi¬ 
dence  of  educational  demand.  In  all  other 
Instancea  educators  have  supported  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservations  in  their  respective  cities. 

Reservations  are  too  critically  needed,  how¬ 
ever,  to  be  made  to  depend  on  showings  ol 
present  demand.  That  local  educators  in 
each  and  every  city  affected  have  not,  at  this 
premature  date  in  the  early  history  of  TV, 
given  formal  assurances  of  their  Intention 
and  ability  to  make  use,  of  the  medium, 
should  not  be  material  here.  In  this  crucial 
area  of  public  welfare,  the  Commission  must 
not  rely  solely  upon  the  self-interest  and 
awareness  of  present-day  educators  to  de¬ 
lineate  and  prescribe  future  educational 
needs  in  television.  The  public  interest,  in 
my  opinion,  would  have  reqtfired  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  make  substantial  reservations  in 
this  allocations  proceeding,  even  if  educators 
had  made  no  formal  showing  of  any  kind  on 
this  record. 

As  amply  shown  on  the  record  and  spelled 
out  by  the  Conunission  herein,**  the  fact  that 
many  local  educators  in  specific  localities  ars 
not  now  ready  to  claim  frequencies  is  a 
basic  reason  for  the  very  principle  of  reser¬ 
vations  and  precisely  because  of  it  have  chan¬ 
nels  now  been  set  aside  for  future  educational 
use.  It  Is  therefore  grossly  inconsistent  and 
Incongruous  to  hold  present  educational  de¬ 
mand  to  be  unnecessary  in  determining  the 
general  principle  requiring  reservations,  and 
then  to  make  it  an  essential  in  the  city-by¬ 
city  hearings  concerning  specific  reservations. 

If  the  Ckommission  is,  however,  to  require  a 
showing  of  educational  demand,  despite  the 
above  objections  to  such  a  policy,  it  would  be 
much  more  valid  for  it  here  to  point  to  and 
rely  on  the  great  quantunr  of  evidence  from 
educational  institutions  and  communities 
that  are  now  ready,  willing  and,  in  some 
cases,  even  able  to  begin  full-time  television 


(New  York).  Moreover,  In  every  one  of  these 
cities,  except  Sjtracuse,  there  was  at  least  one 
of  the  assigned  VHP  channels  available  for 
reservation, 

*«  See  pars.  37-44  of  the  Sixth  Report. 
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operations  as  the  basis  for  a  more  liberal 
policy  toward  education.  It  Is  to  those 
eminent  educators  who  have  taken  the  lead 
In  TV  that  wo  should  look,  If  we  must,  to 
determine  what  In  general  may  be  expected 
from  education  In  years  to  come."  Uniform¬ 
ity  of  opinion  and  action  from  every  com¬ 
munity  in  the  nation  is  simply  too  much  to 
expect.  That  it  has  not  been  manifested  is  in 
no  way  proof  of  any  permanent  lack  of  in¬ 
terest  by  less  advanced  or  sn>aller  schools  or 
any  fixed  inability  on  their  part  to  under¬ 
take  singly  or  cooperatively,  the  operation  of 
their  own  non-commercial  stations.  It  is 
solely  and  simply  due  to  the  fact  that  in 
educational  television,  as  elsewhere,  some 
must  lead  so  that  others  may  follow." 

The  very  purpo.se  of  an  allocations  plan 
and  the  Table  of  Assignments  is  to  erect  a 
bulwark  to  protect  TV’s  development  against 
the  inroads  of  present  demand.  This  purpose 
should  apply  consistently  to  both  educational 
and  commercial  allocations,  and  neither  the 
reservations  nor  commercial  assignments  to 
the  smaller  cities  should  be  limited  by  the 
fact  that  identifiable  persons  or  groups  have 
failed  to  articulate  formally  a  determination 
and  ability  to  use  the  facility.  The  future 
rights  of  the  comniercial  and  educational  in¬ 
terests  that  are  not  yet  sufficiently  vocal  to 
appear  in  these  proceedings  are  precisely 
those  which  the  Commission  has  the  primary 
duty  to  protect. 

An  overall  national  allocations  plan  for  the 
distribution  of  all  television  channels  in  the 
public  interest  must  not  be  grounded  pre¬ 
dominantly  upon  considerations  of  immedi¬ 
ate  demand.  This  is  true  even  where,  as 
here,  such  demand  may  be  expressed  in  the 
form  of  affidavits  rather  than  as  applications 
for  construction  permits.  In  establishing 
the  structure  and  nature  of  our  future  tele¬ 
vision  system,  the  Commission  must  look  be¬ 
yond  contemporary  opinions  and  attitudes 
that  patently  are  underdeveloped  and  which 
assuredly  will  change  with  time  and  clrcunv- 
stanoe.  To  do  otherwise  is  to  tie  the  future 
with  the  bonds  of  the  past. 

d.  The  Commission  in  its  allocations  im¬ 
properly  fails  to  distinguish  between  educa¬ 
tional  and  commercial  assignments.  The 
Commission  in  acting  upon  the  assignments 
for  specific  cities  has  considered  education 
merely  as  one  of  the  television  services  to 
be  provided  for  a  given  community.  It  has 
failed  in  every  case  to  recognize  the  essential 
distinction  between  the  educational  and 
commercial  television  service  which  calls 
for  their  different  treatment.  The  function, 
scope  and  mode  of  operation  of  educational 
television  differ  markedly  from  those  of  com¬ 
mercial  telecasting.  An  assignment  for  edu¬ 
cation  is  not  designed  solely  to  bring  another 
TV  station  to  a  community,  but  to  provide 
a  separate  and  unique  service  to  it,  permit¬ 
ting  fuller  expression  of  its  educational  and 
cultural  interests.  In  keeping  with  this 
distinction  a  city  already  served  by  com¬ 
mercial  stations  may  be  entitled  to  an 
assignment  for  education  even  though  on 
comparative  factors,  no  additional  assign¬ 
ment  for  commercial  purposes  could  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  it.  This  is  vital  in  specific 
assignments  for  such  cities  as  Detroit  and 
Columbus,  hereinafter  discussed. 


"  See  sec.  VII,  herein. 

••  So.  for  example.  America's  unique  system 
of  free  public  schools  did  not  have  an  instan¬ 
taneous  and  simultaneous  development  in  all 
parts  of  the  United  States,  but  rather  devel¬ 
oped  first  in  the  larger  cities,  such  as  New 
York  and  Philadelphia,  and  thereafter  spread 
In  time  throughout  the  country.  Educa¬ 
tional  TV  is  presently,  in  a  much  more  crit¬ 
ical  situation  than  was  the  public  school 
system  in  its  initial  phases,  for  assignments 
are  necessary  now  in  order  to  preserve  even 
the  opportunity  for  future  growth  and  de¬ 
velopment. 


The  Commission  has  heretofore  recognized 
the  difference  between  the  educational  and 
commercial  services.  In  FM  it  has  set  aside 
a  separate  block  of  channels  exclusively 
and  entirely  for  noncommercial  educational 
stations.  The  only  reason  for  not  utilizing 
this  method  of  “block  reservations”  in  tele¬ 
vision,  as  expressly  stated  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  Third  Notice,  was  in  order  to  achieve 
greater  efficiency  of  allocations  throughout 
the  entire  Table  of  Assignments."  That  the 
Commission  now  chooses  in  TV  to  proceed 
by  reserving  specific  channels  in  individual 
cities  should  not,  however,  cause  it  to  lose 
sight  of  the  essential  fact  that  education 
is  a  completely  separate  and  distinct  service 
and  should  be  so  treated. 

e.  This  decision  will  in  general  exclude 
education  from  the  unassigned  portion  of 
the  TV  spectrum,  the  "flexibility"  channels, 
Tlie  Commission  has,  as  hereinbefore  stated, 
established  Channels  66  to  83  as  a  pool  of 
unasslgncd  channels,  known  in  the  Third 
Notice  as  the  “flexibility”  band.  Although 
these  unassigned  channels  represent  more 
than  20  percent  of  the  entire  television  spec¬ 
trum,  the  Commission  has  provided  a  total 
of  only  14  assignments  for  education  in 
them.  Even  this  small  number  has  been 
set  aside  solely  upon  specific  demand  by  edu¬ 
cators  in  the  cities  affected. 

By  making  these  unassigned  channels 
available  (after  1  year)  on  a  demand  basis  to 
any  party  instituting  proper  rule  making 
proceedings,  the  Commission  has  severely 
limited  educators’  opportunity  to  secure  any 
further  assignments  in  them.  The  Commis¬ 
sion’s  statement  herein  that  these  unas¬ 
signed  channels  will  “primarily”  be  used  for 
communities  without  educational  (and  com¬ 
mercial)  assignments  does  not  afford  an  ade¬ 
quate  protection  to  educators,  since  no 
specific  standards  have  been  provided  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  this  intention."  In  light  of  the 
Commission’s  own  acknowledgments  that 
educators  need  a  longer  time  to  enter  tele¬ 
vision,  it  is  impossible  to  attach  substantial 
significance  to  the  provision  herein  permit¬ 
ting  educators  to  file  for  an  unassigned 
channel  even  during  the  coming  year  when 
most  proposed  amendments  to  the  table  will 
not  be  accepted."  A  1-year  preference  to 
these  unassigned  channels  is  as  illusory  as 
would  be  a  1-year  reservation. 

The  Commission’s  provision  for  “fiexlbll- 
Ity”  channels,  particularly  insofar  as  educa¬ 
tion  is  concerned,  is  therefore  completely 
Inconsistent  with  the  fundamental  principles 
followed  by  it  with  respect  to  Channels  2 
through  65.  To  be  consistent  and  equitable, 
the  Commission  must  establish  a  firm  prin¬ 
ciple  under  which  education  would  have  a 
preference  in  “flexibility”  channels  equiva¬ 
lent  to  its  reservations  in  the  other  chan¬ 
nels.  This  preference  could  be  accomplished 
by  a  rule  of  “limited  eligibility,”  such  as 
spelled  out  hereinbefore  for  smaller  com¬ 
munities  without  television  assignments 
(Part  B  of  this  Opinion).  In  other  words,  I 
would  retain  the  proposal  concerning  “flexi¬ 
bility”  channels  contained  in  the  Third  No¬ 
tice  and  extend  it  to  include  cities  without 
educational  assignments,  instead  of  almost 
completely  deleting  that  proposal  as  the 
Commission  has  done  in  this  Report. 

f.  Eligibility  for  the  licensing  of  noncom¬ 
mercial  stations  has  been  unduly  limited.  I 
believe  that  municipalities  should  be  made 
eligible  in  every  instance  to  operate  stations 
on  reserved  noncommercial  channels.  To 
limit  eligibility  in  general  to  educational 
Institutions  is.  in  my  opinion,  unnecessarily 
strict,  for  in  many  instances  it  may  prevent 
the  most  efficient  administration  of  the  li¬ 
censed  channel  and  may  even  result  in  the 
complete  loss  of  an  otherwise  ready  and 
valuable  licensee. 


"  Par.  6  of  Appendix  A  of  the  Third  Notice. 
"Set  forth  in  footnote  11,  page  13,  of  the 
Sixth  Report. 


In  providing  for  this  new  and  unique  edu¬ 
cational  service,  the  Commission  should  not 
be  unduly  restrictive  of  its  future  develop¬ 
ment.  Television  is  so  much  more  costly 
than  aural  broadcasting  and  involves  such 
substantial  differences  in  organization  and 
operation,  that  practices  followed  in  FM 
should  not  necessarily  be  binding  here.  As 
the  city  usually  holds  authority  over  the 
public  school  system,  it  is  not  only  incon¬ 
gruous  but  it  contradicts  the  basic  principle 
of  licensee  responsibility  to  provide  that  its 
subordinate  entity  is  eligible  for  license 
while  the  city  itself  is  not.  Moreover,  in 
many  instances  the  municipality  could  more 
efficiently  operate  the  station,  particularly 
so  when  it  has  Jurisdiction  over  the  many 
and  varied  educational  and  cultural  institu¬ 
tions  in  the  city. 

It  is  clear  that  every  licensee  of  a  reserved 
channel  will  be  required  to  broadcast  ex¬ 
clusively  on  a  non-commercial  basis,  featur¬ 
ing  specialized  educational  and  "cultural  pro¬ 
gramming,  and  will  be  bound  by  the  general 
requirements  for  cooperative  arrangements 
among  all  educational  institutions  in  the 
area.  In  view  of  these  careful  limitations  as 
to  the  nature  and  scope  of  educational-TV 
operations.  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  Rules  should  in  any  case  prevent 
a  municipality  which  is  ready,  able  and 
otherwise  qualified  to  build  and  operate  a 
station,  while  the  area’s  educators  are  not, 
from  bringing  this  vitallj^  needed  service  to 
the  public." 

IX.  Had  the  Commission  adopted  and  ap¬ 
plied  the  general  principles  set  forth  above, 
adequate  provision  for  education  would  have 
been  achieved.  Since  it  did  not,  however, 
and  for  the  further  reasons  enumerated  be¬ 
low  in  particular  cases.  I  find  it  necessary  in 
several  instances  to  dissent  from  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  final  Table  of  Assignments.  My 
objections  to  specific  assignments  may  be 
grouped  in  the  following  categories; 

a.  Proposed  VHP  reservations  have  been 
deleted  (pars.  431,  588,  611  and  586).  In 
Indianapolis  (Indiana),  Kansas  City  (Mis¬ 
souri)  and  Omaha  (Nebraska),  the  Commis¬ 
sion  has  improperly  deleted  proposed  VHP 
reservations  and  substituted  UHP  reserva¬ 
tions  in  their  place.  In  Columbia  (Missouri), 
a  proposed  VHF  reservation  for  a  "primarily 
educational  center”  has  been  deleted  with¬ 
out  any  substitute  reservation  provided." 
I  believe,  however,  that  the  VHF  reservation 
should  have  been  retained  and  finalized  in 
every  one  of  these  cities. 

’These  deletions  have  been  based  upon  the 
lack  of  local  educational  demand  for  VHP 
reservations  and  commercial  opposition  to 
them.  ’The  basic  fallacy  of  a  policy  predi¬ 
cated  upon  demand  has  already  been  pointed 
out  and  is  fully  applicable  here.  Reserva- 


**  Tl\e  Commission  has  recognized  this 
need  to  some  extent  by  providing  for  muni¬ 
cipality  eligibility  in  certain  limited  instances 
(see  pars.  50-3  of  the  Sixth  Report  and  $  3.621 
(c)  of  the  TV  rules). 

*«  Another  deletion  of  a  VHF  reservation. 
In  effect,  was  made  in  San  Diego  (California) 
where  the  Commission’s  ’Third  Notice  had 
proposed  to  reserve  VHP  Channel  3,  and 
strong  support  for  such  a  reservation  had 
been  received  from  local  educators.  Sub¬ 
sequently,  due  to  an  agreement  with  Mexico 
respecting  border  allocations,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  deleted  one  VHP  of  the  three  assigned 
to  San  Diego,  that  one  being  VHP  Channel  3 
reserved  for  education.  Since  no  other  VHP 
has  been  reserved  in  San  Diego,  it  is  clear 
that  education  there  has  been  forced  to  bear 
a  disproportionate  cost  of  this  international 
agreement.  Storrs  (Connecticut)  is  a  sub¬ 
stantially  different  matter,  for  there  the  pro¬ 
posed  UHP  reservation  was  shifted  to  another 
Connecticut  city  In  order  to  provide  a  more 
efficient  system  of  re.servatlons  for  a  state¬ 
wide  educational  service  (par.  283  of  the 
Sixth  Report). 
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tlons,  It  should  be  remembered,  are  pri¬ 
marily  set  aside  for  the  benefit  of  the  iieople 
U’ho  will  be  served  by  these  noncommercial 
stations.  A  reserved  channel  therefore  con¬ 
fers  no  Interest  which  local  educators  can 
refuse,  barter  or  sell.  Tlie  only  right  an 
educator  has  In  a  reserved  channel  Is  one 
of  use  and  service,  subject  to  Commission  ap¬ 
proval  and  Its  rules  and  regulations.  If  he 
Is  unwilling  to  exercise  this  right,  no  matter 
his  position  or  Influence,  the  XHP  channel 
should  remain  reserved  In  that  com.munlty 
for  the  use  of  Its  more  enlightened  and  pub¬ 
lic  spirited  citizens  and  educators. 

The  public  Interest  should  not  here  ba 
neglected  solely  because  educators  now  In 
efflee  refuse  to  accept  or  recognize  television’s 
opportunity  and  challenge.  Not  only  may 
changes  in  administration  bring  about  a 
change  In  the  thinking  of  their  Institutions, 
but  the  passage  of  time  and  the  example  set 
by  other  educators  using  I’V,  may  bring 
about  radical  revision  even  In  their  own  atti¬ 
tudes.  They  may  then  be  quick.  If  the  chan¬ 
nel  is  gone,  to  demand  Its  return  and  cry 
that  the  Commission  should  have  guarded 
them  against  their  own  error.  We  have  seen 
such  a  cycle  In  radio  and  must  Insure  against 
Its  repetition  In  television.  The  Commission 
must  not  adopt  the  shortsightedneis  of  a 
few  as  Its  own  basic  policy. 

It  should  be  noted  here  with  regard  to  all 
allocations  that  the  contest  for  as'^ignments 
is  now  largely  confined  to  the  VHP  frequen¬ 
cies,  and  particularly  to  those  cities  in  which 
VHP  stations  are  already  on  the  air.  Thus, 
of  the  73  cities  In  the  United  States  in  which 
the  Commission  had  proposed  VHP  educa¬ 
tional  assignments,  commercial  interests  In 
22  of  these  cities  have  objected  to  the  reser¬ 
vations  and  requested  that  they  be  deleted. 
In  fully  half  of  the  26  Instances  in  which  a 
VHP  reservation  was  proposed  for  cities  with 
presently  operating  stations,  commercial  ob¬ 
jections  were  received  to  such  reservations. 
Yet,  at  the  same  time,  there  was  not  a  single 
commercial  objection  seeking  to  delete  spe¬ 
cifically  proposed  UHF  reservations,  although 
a  total  of  127  had  been  proposed  by  the 
Commission.*^ 

Without  doubt,  however,  a  tight  situation 
such  as  exists  where  VHP  is  now  operating 
Is  only  being  delayed  In  the  remainder  of  the 
VHP  and  In  the  entire  UHF,  and  will  develop 
there  with  Increasing  intensity  as  available 
TV  assignments  are  taken  up.  To  Insure 
the  full  and  unrestricted  opportunity  in  tele¬ 
vision  that  education  needs  and  deserves,  the 
Commission  must  now  stand  firm  against 
the  Immediate  claims  of  commercial  expedi¬ 
ency  seeking  deletions  from  those  few  VHP 
channels  which  have  been  reserved. 

b.  Additional  VHF  and  UHF  assignments 
have  been  provided  without  being  reserved 
for  educational  purposes.  1.  In  Its  Third 
Notice  the  Commission  set  forth  the  prin¬ 
ciples  for  determining  allocations  to  educa¬ 
tion.  which  provided  in  part  for  a  reservation 
In  every  city  with  three  or  more  assignments 
and  a  VHF  reservation  In  cities  with  at  least 
three  VHP  assignments  of  which  one  was 
still  available.  Ine  Third  Notice  scrupu¬ 
lously  followed  these  principles  in  proposing 
Its  assignments  and  reservations.  Yet,  in 
several  Instances  herein  the  Commission  has 
provided  a  number  of  additional  assignments 
which  these  principles  would  require  to  be 
reserved  for  education,  but  in  every  Instance 
save  one  the  Commission  has  deviated  from 
the  principle,  failed  to  make  such  reservation 
and,  instead,  has  assigned  the  channel  for 
commercial  use.**  It  has  done  so  solely  on 


*^In  Madison  (Wisconsin),  It  should  be 
noted,  a  commercial  request  to  move  the  pro¬ 
posed  reservation  from  the  UHF  to  VHF  was 
denied  expressly  on  the  basis  that  no  educa¬ 
tional  demand  for  the  VHF  suppiorted  this 
request  (See  par.  581  of  the  Sixth  Report). 

*’‘Only  in  Sacramento  (California),  where 
the  Commirsion  has  re'crved  the  third  VHP 
"csigned  to  that  city  have  the  principles  of 


the  basis  that  no  educational  demand  has 
been  manifested  for  such  reservation.  This 
is  the  case  In  Youngstown  (Ohio);  Sej-anton, 
Altoona,  and  Harrisburg  (Pennsylvania); 
Santa  Barbara  (California),  and  Bellingham 
(Washington),  where  third  assignments  have 
been  provided,  and  in  Lubbock  (Texas)  and 
Buff alo-Niagara  Falls  (New  York)  where  third 
VHP’s  have  been  assigned,  the  latter  by  vir¬ 
tue  of  the  combination  for  assignment  pur¬ 
poses  of  those  two  cities  Into  one  metro¬ 
politan  area. 

The  Commission  has  failed  to  give  any 
reason  why  the  general  preestabll'hed  rules 
resjocting  educational  allocations  should  not 
be  applied  to  these  additional  assignments. 
How  can  the  Commission  consistently  dis¬ 
tinguish  those  instances  where  a  city  received 
Its  assignments  under  the  Third  Notice  from 
those  where  that  third  assignment,  or  that 
third  VHP,  came  to  It  as  the  result  of  the 
city-by-clty  hearings?  Furthermore,  in  only 
a  single  one  of  these  Instances  (Buffalo)  did 
the  commercial  Interests  requesting  the  ad¬ 
ditional  assignment  refer  to  or  deal  with  the 
question  of  whether  this  assignment.  If  made, 
should  be  reserved  for  education  as  required 
by  the  principles  of  the  Third  Notice  or 
should  be  made  available  to  commercial  In¬ 
terests.  'Therefore,  In  order  to  achieve  a 
consistent  application  of  these  aforemen¬ 
tioned  principles,  the  Commission  should 
reserve  every  third  assignment  and  third 
VHP,  above  specified,  for  educational  pur- 
p)oses. 

2.  Similarly  the  Commission  has  allocated 
a  first  or  second  VHP  channel  to  several  cities, 
but  In  no  case  has  this  VHP  been  arsigned 
for  educational  purposes,  although  there  was 
clear  need  for  such  action  and  the  educators 
affected  have  strongly  articulated  their  sup- 
pxirt  of  educational  assignments.  Thus,  In 
Hartford  (Connecticut),  the  added  VHP 
assignment.  If  reserved,  could  Immediately 
serve  as  the  hub  of  a  contemplated  state¬ 
wide  educational  network.  In  Bay  City 
(Michigan)  where  local  educators  made  a 
strong  showing  for  a  VHF  channel,  the  Com¬ 
mission  disregarded  It  despite  the  fact  that 
an  additional  VHF  was  assigned  to  that  city. 
Although  that  VHP  was  not  the  exact  one 
requested  by  Bay  City’s  educators,  it  should 
be  noted  that  the  Commission  did  not  find 
such  circumstance  to  be  an  obstacle,  when, 
on  Its  own  motion.  It  allocated  VHP  10  to 
Altoona  (Pennsylvania)  although  commercial 
Interests  there  had  demanded  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  a  completely  different  VHF  channel.-* 
This  example  illustrates  the  pattern  of  Com¬ 
mission  Inconsistency;  It  deviates  (In  Youngs¬ 
town,  Lubbock,  etc.)  from  principles  requir¬ 
ing  reservations  on  the  basis  that  no  educa¬ 
tional  demand  has  been  manifested,  and  yet 
in  Bay  City  It  adheres  to  principles  restrict¬ 
ing  reservations  even  In  the  face  of  clear 
demand  for  such  assignments. 

While  It  is  true  that  the  general  principles 
of  the  Third  Notice  do  not  require  these  ad¬ 
ditional  VHP’s  to  be  reserved,  I  believe  that 
ordinary  fairness  at  least  requires  consistent 
Commission  action  in  like  situations,  whether 
commercial  or  educational.  In  these  above- 
mentioned  Instances,  the  entire  record  so  well 
supports  education’s  need  for  the  VHP  chan¬ 
nels  Involved  that  they  should  be  set  aside 
In  every  one  of  these  cities. 

c.  VHF  reservations  requested  for  early 
educational  operations  have  not  been  pro^ 
vided.  The  Commission  must  not  only  re¬ 
serve  channels  for  education  but  It  must  Im¬ 
plement  Its  reservation  In  a  realistically  ef¬ 
fective  manner,  reasonably  calculated  to 
bring  about  the  actual  operation  of  these 
channels.  In  order  to  achieve  large-scale 
educational  use  of  television.  It  Is  clearly 


the  Third  Notice  been  followed;  even  here 
such  assignment  was  not  due  alone  to  those 
principles,  but  as  much.  If  not  more,  to  the 
local  educators’  demand  for  the  VHF  reserva¬ 
tions. 

"Par.  370  of  the  Sixth  Report. 


Imperative  that  there  first  be  pioneers  Into 
the  field  whose  stations  will  provide  a  strong 
stimulus  for  the  entire  movement  and  servi 
as  “pilot  plants’’  for  similar  operations.  The 
Commission,  however,  has  made  practically 
no  allowance  for  this  need  and  In  almost 
every  Instance  has  refused  to  provide  the 
additional  VHP  reservations  which  have  been 
requested  for  Immediate  or  early  educational 
operations.  In  so  doing  It  has  rejected  force¬ 
ful  showings  of  the  public  Interest  requiring 
such  assignments.** 

The  particular  facts  In  each  of  the  fol- 
lowing  cases  further  demonstrate  the  valid¬ 
ity  of  these  requests  for  VHP  reservations: 

1.  Columbus  (Ohio)  (par.  417  of  the  Sixth 
Report):  Ohio  State  University  in  Colum¬ 
bus  is  now  ready,  willing  and  able  to  make 
Immediate  use  of  VHF  12  In  Columbus  and 
It  already  has  on  file  an  application  for  a 
construction  permit  to  build  on  that  chan¬ 
nel.  Ohio  State  Is  without  question  among 
the  leading  and  mest  Influential  Institutions 
In  the  field  of  educational  broadcasting.  Its 
activities  began  in  1922  and  have  continued 
on  a  constantly  increasing  scale  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  over  its  own  Stations  WOSU  and 
WOSU-PM.  Its  annual  broadcasting  budget 
presently  exceeds  8150,000. 

With  a  VHF  channel,  Ohio  State  could  im¬ 
mediately  carry  its  leadership  Into  television 
and  give  a  needed  Impetus  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  this  new,  specialized  medium.  The 
exL='tence  of  three  operating  VrP  str.tlons  in 
Columbus,  however,  and  the  hl^h  percentage 
of  VHP  set  ownership  there,  near  a  satura¬ 
tion  point  of  55  percent,  requires  Ohio  State, 
as  a  practical  matter,  to  secure  a  VHF  chan¬ 
nel  for  Its  operations.  Without  a  VHF.  its 
operations  will  be  delayed  and  it  becomes  a 
matter  of  speculation  when  the  school  will 
enter  television  on  a  full-time  ba.si6. 

Undeniably,  the  shifts  In  assignments 
which  would  be  required  In  order  to  bring 
VHP  12  to  Columbus  present  certain  difficul¬ 
ties.  The  Commission,  however,  should  not 
merely  “count  the  noses’’  of  comparative 
populations  nor  make  the  bare  number  of 
channels  Involved  the  determinative  fac¬ 
tor.**  In  this  situation,  I  believe  that  the 
proper  application  of  allocations  principles 
and  the  public  Interest  require  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  make  this  requested  asslenment  of 
VHP  12  to  Columbus  for  educational  pur- 
po.ses. 

2.  Detroit  (Michigan)  (par.  479  of  the 
Sixth  Report):  The  Board  of  Education  of 
the  city  of  Detroit  has  requested,  by  a  series 
of  channel  shifts,  the  assignment  of  a  fourth 
VHF  (11)  In  that  city  In  place  of  UHF  Chan¬ 
nel  56  proposed  to  be  reserved  there.**  I 
believe  that  the  three  existing  VHF  televi¬ 
sion  stations  In  Detroit,  as  well  as  the  eCO  003 
TV  sets  In  the  hands  of  Its  public,  make  a 
VHP  reservation  necessary  If  education  Is 
not  to  be  placed  at  an  initial  handicap  In 
Its  operations  In  Detroit.  Furthermore,  edu¬ 
cation  there  has  already  had  extensive  and 
successful  experience  In  actual  television 
programming  and  Is,  therefore,  uniquely  ca¬ 
pable  of  quick  expansion  Into  full-time  edu¬ 
cational  operations  over  Its  own  Independent 
station. 


•*  In  every  Instance  herein  the  educators 
have  filed  complete  and  lengthy  affidavits. 
Including  the  engineering  data  necessary  to 
accomplish  the  requested  shifts. 

*'  It  should  be  noted  that  under  the  prin¬ 
ciples  established  In  the  Third  Notice,  a  VHF 
reservation  would  have  been  provided  for 
Columbus  had  Its  three  VHF  assignments 
not  already  been  in  actual  operation.  This 
Is  also  true  In  the  case  of  E)etrolt;  herein¬ 
after  discussed. 

**  These  requests.  It  should  be  noted,  would 
also  bring  first  VHP  reservations  to  Ohio  and 
Michigan,  and  would  correct  to  some  extent 
the  inequitable  situation  that  now  finds  the  e 
States  among  these  without  any  reservation 
In  the  VHF. 
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The  Commission’s  actions  here  and  In 
Columbus  reveal  striking  Inconsistency.  Re¬ 
jection  of  the  Ohio  State  request  for  a  VHP 
assignment  was  predicated  upon  a  compari¬ 
son  of  the  relative  populations  of  Indianap¬ 
olis.  Clarksburg  and  Huntington  as  against 
Columbus  and.  In  addition,  the  net  loss  of 
one  V'HF  channel  caused  by  that  counter- 
pronoial.  While  disapproving  the  use  of 
such  a  numerical  yardstick  In  this  proceed¬ 
ing.  I  firmly  believe  that  Its  consistent  appli¬ 
cation  would  have  resulted  In  a  grant  of  the 
educational  counterproposal  for  Detroit. 
The  gain  of  a  fourth  VHP  In  Detroit,  the  fifth 
largest  city  in  the  country  with  a  metro¬ 
politan  population  of  3  million,  together 
with  a  first  VHP  for  Bay  City-Saglnaw  ^th 
Its  240.000  population,  as  requested,  would 
more  than  compensate  In  my  opinion  for  the 
loss  of  the  second  VHP  proposed  In  Toledo 
with  Its  400.000  population  and  the  first  VHP 
proposed  in  Flint  with  Its  270,000  population. 
There  would  lie  no  net  loss  in  the  total  num¬ 
ber  of  VHP  channels  and  a  substitute  VHP 
channel  could  be  provided  for  Toledo,  which 
would  help  the  educators  there,  who  other¬ 
wise  face  the  unhappy  prospect  of  having  the 
only  UHF  a8.slgnment  In  that  city. 

On  any  basis,  therefore,  the  assignment  of 
a  VHP  to  Detroit  for  educational  purposes 
Is  warranted  and  clearly  In  the  public 
interest. 

3.  Port  Wayne  (Indiana)  and  Carbondale 
(Illinois)  (pars.  438  and  518  of  the  Sixth 
Report) :  Indiana  Technical  College  has  re¬ 
quested  the  a.sstgnment  and  reservation  of 
VHP  5  in  Port  Wayne  for  Immediate  educa¬ 
tional  operation.  Southern  Illinois  Univer¬ 
sity  has  requested  the  assignment  and  reser¬ 
vation  of  VHP  10  In  Carbondale  to  permit  Its 
early  Initiation  of  educational  TV  operations. 
Both  require  a  V’HF  channel  for  additional, 
substantial  reasons:  Indiana  Technical  Col¬ 
lege.  In  order  to  make  use  of  TV  equipment 
(valued  at  more  than  $100,000)  donated  to 
It.  some  of  which  Is  usable  only  In  the  lower 
portion  of  the  VHP;  Southern  Illinois  Uni¬ 
versity,  In  order  to  bring  a  needed  first  VHP 
service  to  more  than  370,000  people  In  the 
southern  one-third  of  the  State,  a  number 
considerably  greater  than  that  which  could 
be  reached  by  a  UHF  operation.  The  Com¬ 
mission  has  denied  both  requests  on  the 
basts  that  each  violated  minimum  mileage 
separations  established  herein  and.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  has  denied  the  further  request  of  In¬ 
diana  Technical  College  for  an  assignment  to 
be  limited  to  low-power  operations  In  order 
to  prevent  objectionable  Interference.” 

The  Commission’s  denial  of  these  requested 
VHP  a8.'><gnmcnt.s  has  resulted  In  the  loss, 
for  the  time  being,  of  particularly  valuable 
educational  licensees  who  could  otherwise 
have  begun  early  operations.  Here,  too,  a 
UHP  assignment  may  cause  substantial  de¬ 
lay  and  make  speculative  the  time  when 
these  schools  will  enter  the  medium  on  a 
full-scale  basis.  Here  then  are  particularly 
glaring  examples  of  what  has  resulted  from 
the  Commission’s  mistake  In  not  recognizing 
education  as  a  separate  and  distinct  service. 
Its  omission  of  a  high-ranking  educational 
priority  in  the  allocations,  and  its  failure  to 
construct  an  allocations  plan  and  a  Table  of 
Assignments  reasonably  designed  to  meet 
these  major  needs  In  educational  television. 
These  faults  are  responsible  for  the  absence 
of  educational  VHP  assignments  In  Fort 


”  There  Is  substantial  merit.  In  my  opinion, 
to  Indiana  Technical  College’s  assertion  that 
the  Commission  should  permit  such  educa¬ 
tional  low-power  operations  on  the  basis  that 
noncommercial  stations,  unlike  commercial 
stations,  will  not  produce  or  respond  to  eco¬ 
nomic  pressures  constantly  seeking  higher 
power  to  expand  service  areas  and  acquire 
greater  audiences.  There  are,  however,  as 
»b;iV0  shown,  more  fundamental  grounds 
Upon  w'hlch  the  Commission  should  have 
granted  the  requested  VHP  assignments  to 
these  cities. 


Wayne  and  Carbondale  and  I  believe  the 
Table  of  Assignments  to  be  in  error  In  not 
providing  them.  Had  proper  principles  beea 
established  in  this  proceeding,  these  assign¬ 
ments  w'ould  have  been  granted  as  being  in 
strict  conformity  with  them,  rather  than, 
as  they  have  been  forced  to  appear  here, 
counterproposals  seeking  operations  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  those  general  principles  provided 
herein. 

X.  The  Commission,  in  making  an  alloca¬ 
tions  plan.  Is  forced  to  act  in  an  area  filled 
with  Imponderables  and  unknowns.  It  ven¬ 
tures  Into  the  future  without  assurance  or 
expectation  of  absolute  certainty.  It  is  on’y 
reasonable  to  assume,  therefore,  that  some 
mlsjudgments  and  errors  will  be  made  In  the 
balancing  and  the  determination  of  the  many 
conflicting  factors  involved,  all  of  w’hlch  are 
subject  to  future  change.  If  the  Commis¬ 
sion  must  err,  however.  It  should  take  care 
to  do  so  on  the  side  of  the  public  Interest. 

Elsewhere  In  this  report  the  Commission 
refers  often  to  the  "safety  factor’’  requiring 
particular  attention  on  its  part  not  to  unduly 
circumscribe  future  developments.  Nowhere 
is  such  margin  for  error  more  necessary  than 
here  In  the  case  of  educational  reservations 
where  a  denial  Is,  for  all  practical  purposes, 
permanent  and  Irremediable.  It  would  be 
far  better  therefore,  since  It  must  choose  an 
alternative,  for  the  Commission  to  reserve  too 
many  channels  than  for  It  to  reserve  too 
few.  It  Is  the  latter  alternative  which  In¬ 
volves  the  cost  too  great  to  hazard. 

XI.  Education  In  a  democracy  Is  not  a 
luxury;  It  Is  an  Imperative.  The  strengthen¬ 
ing  and  expansion  of  our  educational  system 
Is  a  most  urgent  requirement  of  our  national 
policy.  Nothing  that  could  be  done  to  Im¬ 
prove  that  educational  system,  however,  can 
approach  the  force  and  impact  of  television. 

Educational  use  of  television  on  an  ex¬ 
tensive  scale  Is  not  an  Impractical  dream  or 
a  noble  hope;  rather  It  stands  on  the 
threshold  of  realization.  Given  sufficient 
recognition  and  encouragement.  Its  substan¬ 
tial  fulfillment  could  be  achieved  in  the 
relatively  near  future.  For  those  reasons, 
and  In  order  to  keep  faith  with  Its  statutory 
responsibilities,  the  Commission  should  pro¬ 
vide  maximum  reservations  to  preserve  in 
full  this  once-ln-a-llfetlme  chance  for  both 
television  and  education.  I  deeply  regret 
that  this  has  not  been  done  In  these  pro¬ 
ceedings. 

The  channels  for  education  provided 
herein  however  Incomplete,  do  offer  an 
opportunity  w'hlch  the  American  people 
sl'.ould  seize  upon  as  soon  as  possible  and 
which  they  cannot  afford  to  let  slip  away  by 
default.  They  offer,  too,  a  challenge  that 
must  be  accepted  and  met  by  every  school, 
every  teaoher,  parent,  public  official,  techni¬ 
cian  and  publlc-splrlted  person  and  organi¬ 
zation  In  each  community  or  concerned  with 
each  community  herein  affected.  This 
priceless  opportunity  for  public  welfare  Is 
one  that  must  carefully  be  guided  and 
guarded  by  all  In  order  to  achieve  the  maxi¬ 
mum  benefits  of  which  It  Is  capable.  With¬ 
out  doubt,  there  are  sizable  obstacles,  not 
the  least  of  which  Is  the  opposition  of  self¬ 
ish  Interests,  that  must  be  overcome  before 
educational  stations  in  large  numbers  are 
built  and  put  Into  operation.  In  view,  how¬ 
ever,  of  the  enormous  public  benefits  of¬ 
fered  by  educatlonal-TV.  and  Its  steadily 
growing  support,  I  firmly  believe  that  with 
earnest  efforts  on  all  our  parts  these  obsta¬ 
cles  will  be  overcome  and  that  educational 
television  will  prevail  and  grow  and.  In 
time,  exceeding  our  greatest  expectations, 
will  flourish  as  an  Integral  part  of  our  educa¬ 
tional  and  broadcasting  systems. 


Dissenting  Opinion  of  Commissioner 
Jones 

Note:  Appendixes  1  to  33,  referred  to  In 
Dissenting  Opinion  of  Commissioner  Jones, 
have  been  filed  with  the  Federal  Register 
Division  as  part  of  the  original  document. 


Copies  may  be  obtained  from  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission. 

I.  Even  the  detail  In  the  Commission’s 
decision  released  today  cannot  conceal  those 
faults  which  compel  my  dissent. 

I  dissent  because  this  firm,  fixed  and  final 
allocation  plan  pretends  to  keep  the  large 
city  broadcasters  from  squatting  on  the  best 
television  channels  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
small  city.  Actually  If  you  attri’oute  all  the 
selfishness  charged  against  them  In  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  decision,  broadcasters  could  have 
done  little  more  on  an  application  basis, 
without  an  allocation  plan,  to  carve  out  an 
advairtage  to  the  detriment  of  the  smaller 
cities. 

The  general- rules  and  standards  and  te  a 
greater  extent  the  clty-to-city  allocation 
plan  actually  exclude  VHP  channels  from 
the  smaller  cities  unless  there  happens  to 
be  no  larger  city  wdthln  artillery  range  to 
put  them  in.  This  is  justified  on  the  basis 
that  V^HF  covers  wider  areas  than  UHF  and 
that  the  larger  cities  can  serve  the  rural 
population.  So  the  general  standards  are 
drafted  to  the  advantage  of  the  largest  cities 
to  accomplish  this  basic  purpose  with  VHP 
channels. 

This  policy  literally  shrinks  the  12  VHP 
channels  of  the  spectrum  (all  of  the  VHP 
channels)  to  the  equivalent  of  4  In  the  north¬ 
eastern  part  of  the  United  States  and  other 
areas  like  It.  'This  occurs  because  the  bigger 
you  make  any  single  station’s  coverage  the 
wider  you  have  to  space  stations.  The  wider 
you  space  stations  the  lesser  number  of  times 
you  can  use  the  channel  In  the  entire 
country. 

The  Commission  has  pretended  that  these 
high  powers,  antenna  heights  and  wider  VHP 
spacings  actually  give  more  service  to  the 
rural  areas.  In  fact,  the  contrary  Is  true. 
In  northeastern  United  States  and  other 
areas  like  It  148  percent  more  rural  and  city 
area  could  get  a  Grade  A  service  and  59 
percent  more  could  get  Grade  B  service  if 
the  250-mlle  median  spacing  (between  sta¬ 
tions  operating  on  the  same  channel)  Is  cut 
In  half  when  5C0  foot  antennas  are  used,  and 
cut  one-third  when  l.COO  foot  antennas  are 
used. 

The  Commission  has  made  100  kw  maxi¬ 
mum  power  for  VHP  Channels  2  to  6  and 
316  kw  for  VHP  Channels  7  to  13  (roughly 
three  times  the  low  band  VHP  power)  and 
1000  kw  (10  times  low  band  VHP  power)  for 
UHP  Channels  14  to  83.  It  has  made  2,000 
foot  antenna  heights  the  maximum  except 
In  Zone  I  (northeastern  United  States)  where 
l.(X)0  feet  Is  maximum.  These  are  the  values 
which  have  to  be  used  by  broadcasters  every¬ 
where  (from  New  York  City  to  Goldfield, 
Nevada — population  336)  to  make  the  Conit- 
mlsslon’s  plan  even  approach  degraded  effi¬ 
ciency.  'This  means  that  there  Is  a  million 
dollar  entry  fee  for  every  broadcaster  to 
guarantee  the  Commission  plan’s  efficiency. 
If  broadcasters  from  small  towns  (VHP  was 
given  to  the  largest  cities  and  UHF  generally 
to  the  smaller  cities  to  fill  In  the  gaps  not 
covered  by  VHP)  are  to  contribute  to  effi¬ 
ciency  they  had  better  study  astronomy  to 
figure  up  their  balance  sheets  and  buy  lots 
of  red  Ink. 

This  plan  throws  the  heaviest  financial 
burden  upon  those  least  able  to  pay.  UHP 
transmitters  cost  more  to  construct  and 
operate.  UHP  receivers  cost  more.  Initially 
they  will  not  be  as  good  as  VHP  receivers  and 
more  complicated  and  more  expensive  receiv¬ 
ing  antennas  are  needed  to  pick  up  a  useable 
UHP  signal  on  every  farmer's  house  top  or 
wind  mill.  In  addition,  the  higher  the 
farmer  and  sn>all  urban  resident  has  to  con¬ 
struct  his  UHF  receiving  antenna,  the  longer 
the  line  Is  to  his  receiving  set  and  the 
greater  Is  ^  the  line  loss  by  the  time  the 
available  UHF  signal  reaches  the  terminals 
of  his  receiver. 

If  a  UHF  station  doesn’t  happen  to  be 
built  In  a  small  city  which  Is  supposed  to  fill 
in  the  area  not  covered  by  the  large  city 
VHP  station,  the  rural  and  small  urban  res- 
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Ident  has  to  b\iy  an  expensive  VHP  antenna 
array  to  get  the  distant  VHP  signal  or  buy 
a  hunting  license. 

The  Commlss'on’s  plan  will  make  the  tele¬ 
vision  broadcasting  business  a  million  dol¬ 
lar  blue  chip  game  as  a  result  of  the  powers 
and  antenna  heights  chosen  for  its  level  of 
efficiency.  The  corollary  of  this  philosophy 
Is  that  those  powers  and  antenna  heights 
require  abnormally,  if  not  unreasonably 
wide  separations.  The  wider  the  VHP  sepa¬ 
rations  are  the  less  channels  there  are  in  any 
given  city.  In  short,  it  is  creating  an  arti¬ 
ficial  scarcity  of  VHP  channels.  The  Com¬ 
mission  thinks  that  it  has  eliminated  sec¬ 
tion  307  (b)  contests  between  cities  (it  has 
not  eliminated  all)  by  incorijorating  this 
firm,  fixed  and  final  allocation  plan  Into  Its 
rules.  But  It  has  created  a  bigger  Prank- 
ensteln  with  this  artificial  scarcity  of  chan¬ 
nels  in  this  plan  than  it  is  trying  to  avoid. 
Where  the  proepect  of  million  dollar  returns 
are  at  stake  in  major  markets  more  appli¬ 
cants  will  be  seeking  a  scarce  number  of 
channels.  When  many  applicants  compete 
for  an  unconscionably  few  VHP  channels 
with  the  lucrative  return  on  Investment  pro¬ 
vided  by  this  plan  (inordinately  big  VHP 
service  areas)  it  will  take  years  before  the 
Commission  can  Judge  the  merits  on  the 
kind  of  contests  that  will  surely  ensue. 

The  Commission  has  had  the  paralysis  of 
analysis  for  1  year,  not  consumed  In  drafting 
the  general  rules  and  standards,  but  con¬ 
sumed  in  a  search  for  a  cfty-to-clty  alloca¬ 
tion  plan  which  it  can  freeze  on  the  country 
by  rule-making  proceedings.  During  this 
period  people  have  been  denied  all  televi¬ 
sion  service  In  many  parts  of  the  United 
States  and  have  been  limited  to  one  service 
in  others.  In  addition,  the  Commission  has 
created  or  continued  television  broadcast 
monopolies  in  one-station  cities  and  limited 
monopolies  in  some  two-  and  three-station 
major  cities  of  the  nation.  The  mischievous 
damage  that  has  been  done  by  delaying  the 
commercialization  of  UHP  (83  percent  of  the 
channels  to  be  used  for  television  broad¬ 
casting)  Is  hard  to  contemplate:  90  percent 
of  the  contests  in  the  clty-to-clty  proceed¬ 
ings  Involved  only  VHP  channels. 

E\en  now  the  UHP  portion  of  the  alloca¬ 
tion  Table  Is  Incomplete.  Its  introduction 
has  been  delayed  because  the  Commission 
apparently  anticipated,  until  lately,  that  it 
would  lump  UHP  and  VHP  channels  In  the 
same  application  proceedings  for  any  city 
and  thus  could  not  release  UHP  channels  for 
television  broadcasting  until  It  perfected  the 
VHP  assignments. 

Now,  sound  UHP  station  commercialization 
Is  handicapped  economically  and  technically 
by  17,000.(KW  VHP-only  receiving  sets.  Any 
prospective  UKP  broadcaster  la  not  only 
handicapped  where  UHP  and  VHP  are  Inter¬ 
mixed  but  also  in  areas  where  UHP  is  not 
used  to  supplement  the  Inefficient  assign¬ 
ment  of  VHP  channels. 

Especially  is  this  true  because  the  UHP 
broadcaster  cannot  produce  a  better  picture 
than  a  VHP  broadcaster — the  standards 
(lines,  frames  and  fields)  are  identical.  In 
addition  a  UHP  broadcaster  in  the  large  in¬ 
termixed  (UHP-\TIP)  cities  would  have  to 
be  assured  of  170  mile  spacings  (and  they  are 
not  in  this  plan)  for  VHP  stations  operating 
at  100  kw  power  for  low  band  VHP  (Channels 
a  to  6)  and  316  kw  for  high  band  VHP  (Chan¬ 
nels  7  to  13)  at  500  foot  antenna  height  to 
aerve  the  same  area  with  a  UHP  station  at 
1000  kw  at  2,000  feet.  After  paying  for  900 
kw  more  of  power  than  the  low  band  VHP 
and  600  kw  more  power  for  high  band  VHP 
and  1.500  feet  higher  antenna  heights  for 
both,  he  still  has  to  buy  an  audience  of  VHP- 
only  receivers. 

The  Communications  Act  gives  the  Com¬ 
mission  the  duty  of  fostering  the  fullest 
development  of  the  art.  It  is  not  the  func¬ 
tion  of  the  Commission  to  construct  and 
operate  stations.  Its  function  is  to  promul¬ 
gate  rules  and  regulations  that  will  make  it 


possible  for  citizens  of  the  United  States  to 
become  licensees  and  operate  broadcast  and 
television  stations  in  the  public  Interest, 
convenience  and  necessity.  The  purpose  of 
the  allocation  plan  now  being  adoped  by  the 
Commission  is  to  create  a  Nation-wide,  com. 
petltlve  television  system,  but  the  effect  of 
the  plan  is  to  deny  local  television  to  cities 
not  included  in  the  table.  Once  the  table 
Is  established  and  construction  permits  are 
granted,  followed  by  licenses  and  operation 
on  the  channels  assigned  in  this  table,  the 
Commission  will  not  be  able  to  dislocate  such 
licenses  to  make  another  plan  more  efficient 
without  litigation  ensuing  between  such 
licensees  and  the  Commission. 

II.  I  dissent  because  the  firm,  fixed  and 
final  allocation  plan  constitutes  an  Inefficient 
use  of  our  valuable  spectrum  space.  There¬ 
fore  it  is  fundamentally  a  plan  to  deny  local 
television  channels  to  cities  and  communi¬ 
ties  In  the  United  States.  Only  1,274  of 
such  cities  are  given  the  privilege  to  build 
one  or  more  television  stations.  Of  these 
889  are  each  given  the  privilege  to  build 
only  one  local  station,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  the  touchstone  of  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  Is  competition.  Pederal  Communi¬ 
cations  Commission  v.  Sanders  Bros.  Radio 
Station,  309  U.  S.  470. 

The  clty-to-clty  allocation  plan  Is  con¬ 
fined  to  1.274  cities  because  the  Commission 
has  established  a  standard  service  area  which 
will  meet  the  demands  of  the  largest  city  in 
the  nation  and  has  applied  it  for  allocation 
purposes  to  the  smallest  city  Included  in  the 
table.*  In  addition,  for  assignment  purposes 
the  Commission  has  assumed  that  every  sta¬ 
tion  occupying  any  channel  assigned  in  the 
Table  will  employ  the  maximum  power  and 
antenna  height  regardless  of  the  relative 
populations  of  the  cities  or  the  sizes  of  their 
respective  trading  areas  and  the  areas  of 
their  cultural  influence. 

An  examination  of  the  various  cities  In 
the  table -shows  that  it  is  unreasonable  to 
expect  that  maximum  power  and  antenna 
heights  will  be  utilized  In  the  smallest  com¬ 
munities  Included  In  the  table.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  New  York  City  has  a  population  of 
7,891,957  and  Its  trading  area  is  3,924  square 
miles.  Goldfield,  Nevada,  the  smallest  city 
Included  in  the  table,  has  a  population  of 
336,  which  is  0.0043  percent  that  of  New  York. 
Esmeralda,  the  county  in  which  it  is  located, 
has  a  population  of  614.  The  broadcast  In- 
dxistry,  of  course,  is  based  upon  the  adver¬ 
tising  sponsorship  of  programs,  and  the  ad¬ 
vertiser  selects  the  stations  he  wishes  to  use 
according  to  the  potential  number  of  people 
to  be  served,  and  the  rate  paid  is  basefi  upon 
the  number  of  people  In  the  service  area  of 
each  station.  For  Instance,  one  New  York 
station  covers  a  population  of  14,332,829  un¬ 
der  the  present  rules  and  standards  of  the 
Commission.  Using  the  same  standard  for 
Goldfield,  a  50-mlle  radius  normalized  to  the 
county  lines  contains  a  population  of  3,715. 
The  rate  for  the  Class  A  hour  of  this  fJew 
York  station  is  13,750,  making  the  cost  to 
the  advertiser  26  cents  per  thousand.  If  we 
apply  this  cost  per  thousand  to  the  Goldfield 
area.  Its  Class  A  hour  rate  would  come  to  97 
cents.  Obviously,  the  rate  of  a  Goldfield  sta¬ 
tion  would  not  be  figured  precisely  on  these 
population  percentages,  but  any  hourly  rate 
they  could  negotiate  would  not  be  enough 
more  to  change  the  situation  materially. 
Therefore,  it  seems  very  clear  from  an  exam¬ 
ination  of  the  largest  and  the  smallest  com¬ 
munities  where  VHF  channels  are  assigned  in 
the  Commission's  allocation  plan  that  the 
chance  for  a  financially  sound  broadcast  sta¬ 
tion  at  maximum  powers  and  antenna 
heights  cannot  be  based  upon  a  gross  income 
of  97  cents  an  hour  for  Class  A  service.  The 


*  Minimum  separations  of  170  miles  and 
1,000  foot  antenna  heights  In  Zone  I  make 
this  standard  service  area  slightly  smaller 
than  the  standard  service  area  for  cities  and 
communities  in  Zone  H. 


probability  that  any  such  station  would  ever 
be  operated  at  maximum  power  is  very  re¬ 
mote.  It  is  more  logical  and  consonant  with 
practical  business  facts  to  assume  that  if  the 
Goldfield  channel  Is  ever  occupied  it  will  be 
operated  at  the  minimum  powers  and  an- 
tenna  heights  provided  in  the  allocation 
plan.  It  cannot  be  argued  that  the  compari¬ 
son  between  the  city  with  the  largest  popula¬ 
tion  and  the  one  with  the  smallest  popula¬ 
tion  included  In  the  table  Is  unfair  because 
that  Is  the  very  basis  upon  which  the  Com¬ 
mission  has  constructed  the  allocation  table. 
The  same  factors  are  ignored  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  constructing  its  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  in  all  the  varying  sizes  of  cities  in¬ 
cluded  and  excluded  from  the  table.  It  pro- 
vlded  Itself  with  no  flexibility  from  an  allo¬ 
cation  standpoint  to  change  separations, 
powers  and  antenna  heights  which  would 
meet  the  reasonable  needs — give  service  to 
the  natural  trading  areas  or  the  areas  of 
their  cultural  Influence — of  any  given  city  in 
the  United  States. 

The  entire  philosophy  of  providing  the 
standard  service  area  for  all  cities  based  upon 
a  service  area  satisfactory  to  the  largest  city 
in  the  Table  exposes  some  absurd  results. 
For  example,  the  Commission  concluded  that 
•'the  geographical  distribution  of  people  and 
cities  of  the  United  States  does  not  lend 
itself  to  a  simple  rule  for  spacing  of  sta¬ 
tions”  which  will  protect  the  interference 
free  service  area  of  each  channel.  Yet  the 
Commission  has  adopted  just  such  a  simple 
rule  that  it  condemns  as  the  sole  criteria  for 
assignment  of  channels  and  refusal  to  assign 
channels  to  cities  throughout  the  nation. 

Zone  I  Is  described  as  "one  large  contiguous 
area  where  there  is  a  substantially  higher 
density  of  |X)pulatlon  and  concentration  of 
cities.”  Zone  II  is  described  as  an  area 
which  has  a  low  population  density  "or 
where  large  cities  are  more  widely  separated”. 
The  Commission  says  that  180  mile  VHP  co¬ 
channel  separations  were  not  Intended  to  be 
minimum  co-channel  spacings  throughout 
the  country  and  that  190  miles  is  the  appro¬ 
priate  minimum  spacing  for  Zone  II  because 
•'if  we  were  to  permit  stations  at  close  sepa¬ 
rations  in  such  areas,  we  would  deprive 
persons  residing  In  the  Interference  areas  be¬ 
tween  such  stations  of  television  service." 
The  Commission  says  that  a  different  situa¬ 
tion  exists  in  Zone  I  "where  there  Is  a  sub¬ 
stantially  higher  density  of  population  and 
concentration  of  cities”  and  that  "lower 
minimum  spacings  in  such  an  area  will  not 
have  the  tendency  of  depriving  residents  of 
the  area  of  television  service,  since  there 
would  be  no  overlapping  of  service  contours 
and  a  multiplicity  of  alternative  services." 
The  simple  rule  that  the  Commission  applies 
to  these  two  zones  makes  the  enormous  dif¬ 
ference  of  4  to  6  miles  in  Grade  B  service 
radius  between  the  two  zones.  Four  to  6 
miles  Increase  in  Grade  B  service  radii  doesn’t 
make  much  sense  in  serving  the  outlying 
areas  from  a  relatively  few  large  cities  in 
Zone  II.  Neither  does  a  contraction  of  4  to 
e  miles  in  service  radii  with  20  miles  closer 
co-channel  spacing  make  much  sense  in  Zone 
I.  Since  the  results  of  the  20-mlle  differen¬ 
tial  In  minimum  co-channel  spacings  be- 
tw’een  Zones  I  and  II  have  no  effective  or 
practical  relationship  to  the  objectives  which 
the  Commission  espouses,  it  seems  clear  that 
they  are  only  a  convenient  "simple  rule”  to 
limit  local  television  facilities  to  the  1,274 
cities  Included  in  the  table. 

This  is  true  unless  the  Commission  has 
another  basis  to  defend  these  minimum  co¬ 
channel  spacings.  The  major  contention 
might  be  that  engineering  factors  dictate  the 
national  policy  of  minimum  spacings  selected 
by  the  Commission  for  each  zone  in  order  to 
get  efficient  use  of  the  spectrum  assigned  to 
television,  even  though  the  Commission  has 
never  said  that  this  firm,  fixed  and  final  allo¬ 
cation  plan  does  make  efficient  use  of  the 
spectrum. 
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In  Its  Memorandum  Opinion  of  July  13, 
1951  (FCC  51-709)  It  avoided  any  defense  of 
tills  plan.  Likewise,  In  this  report  It  avoids 
a  forthright  avow'al  that  this  plan  makes  op¬ 
timum  use  of  the  channels.  Instead,  It 
couches  all  Its  discussion  of  “a  Table  of 
Assignments”  in  the  abstract,  that  "an  en¬ 
gineered  table  •  *  permits  a  substan¬ 

tially  more  efflcFent  use  of  the  available  spec¬ 
trum”  or  that  "an  Assignment  Table  drawn 
up  upon  an  examination  of  the  country  as  a 
whole  can  confidently  be  expected  to  more 
closely  approximate  the  mathematical  op¬ 
timum  *  •  The  Commission  even 

biases  Its  recognition  that  "the  maximum 
number  of  stations  which  can  be  accommo- 
d.ited  on  any  given  channel”  can  be  calcu¬ 
lated  mathematically  with  the  hedge  “once  a 
fixed  station  separation  has  been  agreed  up¬ 
on".  As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  dodge  of 
mileage  separations  Is  the  Achilles  heel  to 
this  allocation  plan's  efficiency.  Tire  arbi¬ 
trary  mileage  separations  of  155  miles  and  170 
miles  for  co-channel  UHF  and  VHF  stations, 
respectively.  In  Zone  I,  and  175  and  190  miles, 
respectively,  in  Zone  II,  are  not  based  upon 
engineering  principles  at  all.  These  separa¬ 
tions  are  based  upon  a  policy  decision  of  the 
Commission  for  specific  size  service  areas  for 
television  stations.  All  of  the  engineering 
for  this  plan  Is  subordinate  to  and  com¬ 
plementary  to  this  nonengineering  policy  de¬ 
cision.  Therefore  the  arbitrary  minimum  co¬ 
channel  separations  of  170,  190,  and  220  miles 
for  VHF  and  155,  175,  205  miles  for  UHF, 
respectively,  have  no  sacrosanct  engineering 
basis  related  either  to  optimum  use  of  a 
single  channel  or  efficient  use  of  the  spec¬ 
trum-all  of  the  channels. 

Fortunately,  there  Is  a  mathematical  and 
engineering  basis  for  selecting  co-channel 
mileage  separations  for  any  given  channel  in 
each  group,  1.  e.,  VHF  Channels  2  to  6  (low 
VHP),  VHF  Channels  7  to  13  (high  VHF)  and 
CHP  Channels  14  to  83.  To  visualize  the 
problem  of  achieving  maximum  use  of  a 
given  channel  so  we  can  calculate  Its  maxi¬ 
mum  use.  It  Is  neces.sary  to  think  of  a  series 
of  dots  spaced  an  equal  distance  from  each 
other  on  a  map  of  the  United  States.  If  we 
draw  lines  between  dots  W'e  will  have  a  scries 
of  equilateral  triangles  overlaying  the  entire 
United  States.  The  dots  w’lll  represent  as¬ 
signments  of  a  single  channel.  The  length  of 
the  sides  of  each  equilateral  triangle  will  be 
the  mileage  separation  between  stations. 
Such  a  scheme  of  assigning  channels  will  be 
referred  to  hereinafter  as  a  “full  triangular 
lattice”.  Appendices  1  through  6  are  a 
series  of  charts  based  upon  a  “full  triangular 
lattice”  of  a  single  channel  In  each  portion 
of  the  spectrum.  Appendices  1  and  2  for  63 
megacycles  are  valid  for  Channels  2  to  6 
(low  VHF)  utilizing  10  kilowatts,  100  kilo¬ 
watts  and  Infinite  kilowatts  of  power  at  an¬ 
tenna  heights  of  500  feet  and  1,000  feet,  re¬ 
spectively.  Apijendlces  3  and  4  for  195  mega¬ 
cycles  are  valid  for  Channels  7  to  13  (high 
VHF)  utilizing  31.6  kilowatts,  316  kilowatts 
and  Infinite  kilowatts  of  power  at  500  feet 
and  1,000  feet,  respectively.  Appendices  5 
and  6  for  500  megacycles  are  valid  for  UHF 
channels  14  to  83  utilizing  100  kilowatts, 
1,000  kilowatts  and  Infinite  kilowatts  of 
power  at  500  feet  and  1,000  feet,  respectively.* 
These  appendices,  all  based  on  the  record  In 
this  proceeding,  show  that  the  minimum 
spacing  proposed  In  the  Third  Notice,  as 
amended  and  finalized  In  this  Sixth  Report 
and  Order,  Is  too  great  to  produce  the  maxi¬ 
mum  service  on  any  given  channel  In  any 
group:  low  VHF,  high  VHF,  or  UHF. 

Appendix  1  show’s  that  any  one  of  the  low 
VHF  Channels  2  to  6,  utilizing  100  kilowatts 
of  power  at  500  foot  antenna  height  obtains 
maximum  efficiency  of  area  coverage  at  140- 
miles  co-channel  separation  Instead  of  the 
170  miles  minimum  separation  finalized  la 


•Each  of  these  appendices  Is  based  upon 
Hi*  record  In  these  proceedings. 


this  report.*  It  Is  significant  that  any  one  of 
this  group  of  channels  Is  as  efficient  In  area 
coverage  utilizing  10  kilowatts  of  power  at 
500  foot  antenna  height  when  co-channel 
spacing  is  100  miles  as  It  Is  utilizing  100  kilo¬ 
watts  of  power  at  the  same  antenna  height 
when  minimum  co-channel  spacing  Is  170 
miles. 

This  appendix  further  shows  that  at  all 
co-channel  spacings  between  100  and  140 
miles,  every  one  of  these  channels  Is  more 
efficient  In  channel  coverage  utilizing  10  kilo¬ 
watts  of  power  at  500  feet  thah  It  is  utilizing 
1(X)  kilowatts  at  the  minimum  spacing  of  170 
miles.*  Appendix  1  also  shows  that  if  we 
utilized  powers  of  infinity  *  at  500  foot  an¬ 
tenna  heights  the  maximum  coverage  for  any 
one  of  this  group  of  channels  would  still  be 
at  140  miles  co-channel  separation  instead  of 
the  minimum  finalized  In  the  Sixth  Report. 

Appendix  2  shows  that  the  maximum  cov¬ 
erage  for  any  one  of  this  group  of  channels 
Is  obtained  at  co-channel  spacings  of  155 
miles  when  100  kilowatts  of  power  Is  utilized 
at  1,000  foot  antenna  heights.  It  also  shows 
that  the  efficiency  Is  as  great  at  145  miles 
co-channel  spacing  as  at  the  170  miles  • 
minimum  finalized  In  the  Sixth  Report  and 
Order.  It  further  shows  that  if  powers  of 
Infinity  were  utilized  at  1,000  foot  antenna 
heights  the  maximum  coverage  would  be  as 
efficient  at  137  mile  co-channel  spacing  as 
It  Is  at  155  miles  utilizing  the  maximum 
power  authorized  In  the  Sixth  Report  and 
Order.  It  is  significant  that  if  10  kilowatts 
of  power  Is  utilized  at  the  same  antenna 
height,  the  maximum  coverage  would  be  ob¬ 
tained  at  145  miles  and  Is  equally  as  efficient 
at  140  miles  as  at  150  miles. 

Appendix  3  shows  that  any  one  of  the 
group  of  VHF  Channels  7  to  13  utilizing  316 
kilowatts  of  power  at  500  foot  antenna  height 
obtains  maximum  efficiency  of  area  coverage 
at  135  miles  co-channel  separation  instead 
of  170  miles  minimum  separation  finalized 
In  this  report.  It  shows  that  any  one  of 
this  group  of  channels  Is  as  efficient  In  area 
coverage  utilizing  31.6  kilowatts  of  power  at 
600  foot  antenna  heights  when  co-channel 
spacing  is  110  miles  as  it  Is  when  316  kilo¬ 
watts  of  power  at  the  same  height  is  utilized 
with  the  minimum  co-channel  spacing  of  170 
miles.’  If  the  maximum  power  is  utilized  at 
the  same  height  for  any  one  of  this  group 
of  channels  they  are  equally  efficient  at  90 
and  170  miles  co-channel  spacing. 

Appendix  4  shows  the  efficiency  of  any 
channel  in  the  same  group  utilizing  the  same 
designated  powers  at  1,000  foot  antenna 
heights.  The  maximum  channel  efficiency 
at  this  height  utilizing  maximum  power  of 
313  kw  occurs  at  155  miles  co-channel  spac¬ 
ing;  and  It  is  equally  as  efficient  at  130  miles 
as  at  the  minimum  of  170  miles  *  co-channel 
spacing  provided  for  In  the  Sixth  Report  and 
Order.  The  maximum  efficiency  of  one  of 
this  group  of  channels  utilizing  31.6  kilo¬ 
watts  occurs  equally  from  140  to  150  miles 
spacing.  If  infinite  power  Is  utilized  the 
maximum  efficiency  Is  at  the  co-channel 
spacing  of  155  miles. 

Appendices  5  and  6  show  that  the  channel 
efficiency  of  each  of  the  UHF  channels  is  less 
sensitive  to  station  spacing  than  either  VHF 
Channels  2  to  6  or  7  to  13.  Appendix  5 
shows  that  using  1000  kilowatts  of  power 
the  maximum  efficiency  of  a  UHF  channel 
occurs  at  113  miles  Instead  of  163  miles  as 
finalized  In  the  Sixth  Report.  This  Is  the 
only  group  whose  channels  each  Increase  in 
efficiency  from  100  to  265  miles  co-channel 


*The  minimum  spacings  for  Zone  I  are 
used  because  the  minimum  of  190  and  220  for 
Zones  II  and  III,  respectively,  are  less  effi¬ 
cient  yet  for  feasible  antenna  heights  over 
most  of  these  zones. 

’Infinite  power  cannot  be  achieved.  For 
the  purpose  of  this  dissent  the  term  meanc 
powers  elevated  as  high  as  are  practically 
obtainable. 


spacing  utilizing  antenna  heights  of  500  feet 
and  Infinite  power.  When  100  kilowatts  at 
600  feet  are  used  the  maximum  efficiency  of 
a  UHF  channel  occurs  at  100  miles  co-chan¬ 
nel  spacing. 

Appendix  6  shows  that  a  UHF  channel  uti¬ 
lizing  1000  kilowatts  at  1,000  foot  antenna 
height  reaches  Its  maximum  efficiency  at 
130  miles  co-channel  spacing;  utilizing  In¬ 
finite  power  at  the  same  height  It  approaches 
a  fiat  curve  of  maximum  efficiency  at  around 
250  miles  co-channel  spacing.  When  100 
kilowatts  is  used  at  the  same  height  the 
maximum  efficiency  decreases  at  all  distances 
beyond  100  miles  co-channel  spacing. 

“These  appendices  show  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  has  not  selected  minimum  co-channel 
spacings  In  Its  general  ruki  and  standards 
that  obtain  maximum  coverage  efficiency  of 
Zone  I  if  any  power  is  utilized  at  500  feet 
and  1,000  feet  antenna  heights.  This  Inef¬ 
ficient  minimum  spacing  holds  true  for  large 
areas  In  Zone  II  which  have  the  same  popu¬ 
lation  and  concentration  of  city  character¬ 
istics  as  Zone  I  as  will  be  more  fully  dis¬ 
cussed  in  connection  with  the  actual  assign¬ 
ments  employed  in  the  Table  of  Assignments 
hereafter.  While  the  Commission  represents 
that  It  can  be  confidently  expected  that  an 
assignment  table  drawn  upon  the  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  country  as  a  whole  will  more 
closely  approximate  the  mathematical  op¬ 
timum,  the  minimum  spacings  in  the  general 
rules  and  standards  certainly  Ignore  prin¬ 
ciples  Involved  In  obtaining  that  mathe¬ 
matically  optimum.  The  VHF  assignments 
actually  employed  In  the  Table  of  Assign¬ 
ments  are  even  less  efficient  mathematically 
In  Zone  I  particularly  and  in  the  parts  of 
Zone  II  iiKllcated.  The  UHF  assignments 
are  admittedly  Incomplete  and  a  sample 
statistical  analysis  cannot  be  made;  but  such 
a  complete  analysis  can  be  made  of  the  VHP 
assignments.  Appendices  7  through  18  are 
maps  of  all  VHF  assignments  In  the  Table  of 
Assignments.  They  are  revealing,  if  not 
shocking.  In  their  lack  of  adherence  to  the 
minimum  spacings  proposed  In  any  zone. 
They  are  offensive.  If  not  arbitrary  and  capri¬ 
cious,  because  the  Commission  will  not  per¬ 
mit  a  change  In  the  table  until  enough  con¬ 
struction  permits  are  granted  to  freeze  this 
inefficient  firm,  fixed  and  final  allocation  plan 
forever. 

Now  let  us  examine  the  actual  co-channel 
spacings  employed  In  this  firm,  fixed  and 
final  allocation  plan  for  VHF  channels. 

Appendices  19  and  20  are  analyses  of  VHP 
assignments  as  shown  on  the  assignment 
maps  (Appendices  7  through  18).  Appendix 
19  show’s  that  the  median  co-channel  separa¬ 
tion  is  280  miles  for  all  VHP  channels  as¬ 
signed  to  cities  throughout  the  nation. 
Appendix  20  show’s  that  in  Zone  I  the  median 
co-channel  separation  Is  250  miles  for  Chan¬ 
nels  2  through  6.  There  Is  no  reason  to 
believe  that  the  separations  employed  In 
Channels  2  through  6  are  different  than 
Channels  7  through  13  In  Zone  I.  If  any 
section  of  the  country  Is  picked  other  than 
Zone  I  It  Is  likely  that  the  median  co-channel 
separation  will  be  within  20  miles  of  the 
280-mlle  median  for  the  entire  Nation. 

Approximately  three-fourths  of  1  percent 
of  all  VHF  assignments  are  less  than  175 
miles.  In  Zone  I  only  4  percent  of  station 
separations  are  170  miles  or  less  and  only 
8  percent  are  180  miles  or  less.  In  the  entire 
country  only  7  percent  of  all  the  co-channel 
separations  are  195  miles  or  less. 

It  Is  apparent  that  the  Commission  has 
constructed  this  Table  of  Assignments  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  minimum  co-channel  spac¬ 
ings  of  170  miles  In  Zone  I,  190  miles  In  Zone 
n  and  220  miles  In  Zone  III  for  all  VHF  chan¬ 
nels.  It  Is  also  quite  apparent  that  In  select¬ 
ing  these  minimum  co-channel  spacings  the 
Commission  has  not  had  the  efficient  use  of 
•ach  of  the  VHF  channels  or  the  efficient  use 
of  the  VHP  portion  of  the  sp>ectrum  devoted 
to  television  as  Its  major  objective.  For  ex- 
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ample.  Apjjendlces  1  to  4,  IncluslTe,  ehow  the 
appropriate  co-channel  apaclngs  to  obtain 
the  maximum  elDdency  of  all  VHP  channels 
when  maximum  powers  are  utilised  at  all 
feasible  antenna  heights.  Appendices  1  and 
4.  of  coxirse,  are  based  upon  an  assignment 
of  channels  on  a  full  triangular  lattice  basts. 
These  appendices  are  the  efficiency  charts  for 
optimum  use  of  the  VHP  portion  of  the  spec¬ 
trum.  It  Is  fair  to  use  these  efficiency  charts 
as  a  basis  for  comparison  of  efficiency  em- 
plojred  in  constructing  the  actual  Table  of  As¬ 
signments  for  each  of  the  channels  because 
the  separations  actually  used  form  a  lattice 
work  of  co-channel  stations  at  the  distances 
Indicated  In  the  maps  for  each  one  of  the 
VHP  channels.  Appendices  7  through  18  have 
had  lines  drawn  through  each  co-channel  as¬ 
signment  of  each  single  VHP  channel  and 
the  figures  associated  with  each  line  show  the 
distances  to  all  co-channel  stations  In  every 
direction.  An  examination  of  these  maps 
shows  that  they  form  triangular  lattices 
reaching  all  the  way  from  550  to  165  miles. 
Insofar  as  any  one  of  these  separations  Is  ex¬ 
panded  from  the  most  efficient  co-channel 
spaclngs,  they  are  a  degradation  of  the  effi¬ 
cient  use  of  the  VHP  spectrum.  This  Is  true 
because  the  geometric  triangles  formed  by 
the  actual  assignments  employed  In  the  table 
are  Just  a  variation  from  the  theoretical  equi¬ 
lateral  triangles  In  the  full  lattice.  Appen¬ 
dices  1  to  4  show  the  percentages  of  channel 
efficiency  which  will  be  obtained  with  op¬ 
timum  co-channel  spacing  on  the  low  VHP 
(Channels  2  to  6)  and  the  high  VHP  (Chan¬ 
nels  7  to  13).  Since  the  maps  (Appendices 
7  to  18)  and  co-channel  distribution  curve 
(Appendices  19  and  30)  show  that  the  median 
co-channel  spacing  Is  much  greater  than  the 
optimum  for  channel  efficiency  (250  for 
Zone  I;  280  for  the  entire  country).  It  must 
be  concluded  that  the  channel  efficiency  Is 
materially  degraded.  The  following  table 
Bhoars  the  amount  of  this  degradation: 
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This  Table  and  Appendices  1  to  4  show 
that  the  minimum  co-channel  spacing  of  170 
miles  for  VHP  channels  In  Zone  1  does  not 
permit  maximum  efficiency  for  any  VHP 
channel  when  maximum  power  is  utilized  at 


any  feasible  antenna  height,  that  eo-channel 
spaclngs  should  be  a  little  larger  for  higher 
antenna  heights  when  higher  powers  are 
utilised  in  order  to  gain  maximum  efficiency 
on  any  VHP  channel,  and  that  more  channel 
efficiency  Is  gained  by  Increasing  antenna 
heights  from  500  to  1,000  feet  than  by  In¬ 
creasing  transmitter  power  by  tenfold. 

They  ehow  further  that  channel  efficiency 
is  cut  about  one-half  with  500  foot  antennas 
and  one-third  with  1,000  foot  antennas 
when  the  spaclngs  are  Increased  from  135  or 
140  miles  to  250  miles. 

This  table  fxirther  shows  for  the  median 
spacing  for  Zone  I  of  250  miles  on  63  me  at 
1,000  feet  and  100  kw,  the  channel  efficiency 
is  reduced  from  28  to  22  percent,  a  reduction 
of  25  percent.  Por  195  me,  at  1,000  feet,  310 
kw,  channel  efficiency  Is  reduced  from  35  to 
21  percent,  a  reduction  of  40  percent.  Por 
those  parts  of  Zone  n  which  have  a  median 
co-channel  spacing  of  280  miles,  the  channel 
efficiency  for  63  me  at  1,000  feet  and  100  kw  is 
reduced  from  28  to  18  percent,  a  reduction  of 
86  percent.  Por  195  me  at  1,000  feet  and 
816  kw,  from  35  to  15  percent,  a  reduction  of 
72  percent.  This  is  significant  because  there 
are  substantial  areas  In  Zone  n  In  which 
the  high  density  population  and  concen¬ 
trated  city  characteristics  are  the  same  as  In 
Zone  I. 

On  the  other  hand.  If  the  maximum  sta¬ 
tion  efficiency — the  largest  coverage  for  any 
single  station  given  a  VHP  assignment — Is 
the  goal  of  this  allocation  Table,  the  mini¬ 
mum  co-channel  spaclngs  chosen  (and 
these  are  too  large  for  optimum  co-channel 
efficiency)  are  at  war  with  this  goal  because 
maximum  channel  efficiency  will  not  permit 
maximum  station  efficiency.  The  spaclngs 
which  give  maxlthum  single  station  coverage 
are  approximately  twice  as  great  as  are  nec¬ 
essary  to  give  maximum  channel  efficiency. 

The  Commission  pretends  to  follow  a  dif¬ 
ferent  policy  in  Zone  I  and  in  Zone  II.  It 
says  Zone  II  Is  an  area  which  has  a  “rela¬ 
tively  lower  population  density  or  where 
large  dtles  are  more  widely  separated”  and 
therefore  wider  separations  are  Justified.  In 
Zone  I  it  says  that  the  concentration  of 
cities  In  wide  areas  of  contiguous  high  den¬ 
sity  population  justifies  lower  co-channel 
epadngs.  In  fact,  the  spaclngs  actually  em¬ 
ployed  In  the  table  tend  to  protect  the  Grade 
B  contour  without  any  Interference  In  both 
Zones  I  and  n.  The  Commission  said  that 
in  Zone  I  It  was  not  concerned  with  Interfer¬ 
ence  to  the  Grade  B  contour  because  “there 
would  be  an  overlapping  of  service  contours 
of  stations  on  different  channels  located  In 
the  Interference  areas.”  They  have,  how¬ 
ever,  protected  the  B  contour  In  this  zone 
to  the  same  degree  substantially  that  they 
did  In  Zone  11,  notwithstanding  this  state¬ 
ment  of  policy. 

The  spaclngs  actually  employed  In  con¬ 
structing  the  table  for  Zone  I  are  large  and 
Incomplete  lattices  which  result  in  less  rural 
area  coverage  than  If  smaller  and  more  com¬ 
plete  lattices  (more  nearly  a  full  lattice  at 
optimum  spacing)  had  been  used.  The 
smaller  lattices  would  result  In  optimum  city 
and  rural  coverage  on  any  individual  channel 
or  on  all  channels  collectively. 

The  engineering  evidence  in  the  record  or 
that  w’hlch  can  be  computed  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  upon  the  basis  of  such  evidence  In 
the  record,  shows  that  more  coverage  is  ob¬ 
tained  on  any  channel  by  closer  spacing  than 
wide  spacing.  Specifically,  It  shows  that  for 
each  VHT  channel  In  each  group  the  coverage 
efficiency  Is  higher  with  1,000  foot  antennaa 
and  10  kw  power  lor  low  VHF,  and  at  31.6  kw 
power  for  high  VHF,  at  spacl^s  of  145  miles 
and  153  miles,  respectively,  rather  than  at 
250  miles  spacing,  the  median  spacing 
actually  used  In  Zone  I.  And  even  If  maxi¬ 
mum  powers  of  100  kw  on  low  VHF  and  316 
kw  on  high  VHP  at  1,000  feet  are  used,  the 
optimum  co-channel  spacing  only  Increasee 
approximately  10  miles  for  63  me  (from  145 
to  155  miles)  and  for  195  me  (from  153  to 


155  miles).  Therefore,  the  above  enumer¬ 
ated  engineering  principles  still  apply  for 
these  powers.  So  when  the  Commission  says 
that  It  Is  using  wide  spaclngs  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  wide  coverage  capabilities  of  the 
VHF  to  cover  rural  areas,  It  Is  not  based 
upon  engineering  fact,  unless  they  mean 
single  station  coverage,  when  applied  to  Zone 
1  and  sections  of  Zone  11  where  the  geo¬ 
graphic,  population  and  city  characteristics 
are  like  Zone  I. 

The  Commission  may  contend  that  the 
efficiency  charts  (Appendices  1  to  4)  are  based 
upon  total  service  of  each  channel  assigned 
and  that  therefore  they  do  not  apply  to  the 
assignment  policy  of  the  Commission  which 
recognizes  only  Grade  A  and  B  contours. 
It  Is  true  that  the  efficiency  charts  are  based 
upon  the  total  service  of  a  station.  Let  us 
examine  what  that  means.  The  total  serv¬ 
ice  is  defined  as  the  sum  of  all  locations,  no 
matter  how  distant  from  the  transmitter, 
which  receive  a  signal  from  the  desired  sta¬ 
tion  for  at  least  90  percent  of  the  time  which 
Is  at  least  28  db  above  the  10  percent  inter¬ 
fering  signal  from  each  co-channel  station, 
not  more  than  6  db  below  the  adjacent  chan¬ 
nel  interfering  signal,  and  SO  db  above 
random  noise.  The  standard  measurement 
of  these  signals  uses  the  F  50-50  and  F  50-10 
curves. 

The  Ad  Hoc  Report  Indicated  and  the  Com¬ 
mission  tacitly  admits  that  total  service  of 
a  station  as  hereinafter  described  Is  the 
most  meaningful  definition  of  televlsioa 
service,  either  for  a  station  or  a  channel, 
because  It  counts  every  possible  location  that 
gets  an  acceptable  signal,  regardless  of  bow 
far  removed  it  is  from  the  transmitter.  But 
the  Commission  for  allocation  purposes  does 
not  recognize  this  total  service — to  the  s\im 
of  all  locations  for  at  least  90  percent  of  the 
time.  It  Just  recognizes  a  portion  of  such 
total  service  provided  by  the  P  50-50  cxirve. 
Those  two  segments  are  designated  Grade 
A  and  Grade  B  service.  The  Commission 
specifies  that  Grade  A  service  has  that 
quality  acceptable  to  the  median  observer 
expected  to  be  available  for  at  least  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  time  for  the  best  70  percent  or 
more  of  the  receiver  locations.  Grade  B 
service  Is  defined  as  service  where  acceptable 
signals  are  available  lor  at  least  90  percent 
of  the  time  to  50  percent  or  better  of  the 
locations. 

Appendices  2  and  4  show  that  with  the 
median  spaclngs  of  280  miles  used  In  con¬ 
structing  the  table  only  15  percent  of  the 
United  States  would  get  service  from  one 
channel  (316  kw,  1,000  feet,  195  me).  11 
optimum  channel  spacing  of  155  miles  were 
used,  35  percent  of  that  portion  of  Zone  II 
which  Is  like  Zone  I  would  get  service  from 
one  channel.  This  is  2  Vs  times  as  much  area 
as  would  be  covered  by  the  single  channel 
with  280-mlle  spacing.  This  means  that  at 
280-mile  spacing  It  takes  more  than  six  high 
VHP  (Channels  7  to  13)  to  cover  the  country 
once  and  at  optimum  spacing  of  155  miles 
It  only  takes  three  of  such  channels  If  we 
assume  In  both  cases  that  maximum  power 
Is  utilized  at  1.000  foot  antenna  heights. 
Even  if  we  did  not  have  an  allocation  plan, 
It  is  doubtful  that  applicants  filing  lor  the 
channels  as  they  saw  fit  could  destroy  four 
of  the  seven  channels  the  way  the  Commis¬ 
sion  has  In  this  allocation  plan. 

If  it  is  cemtended  by  the  Commission  that 
Appendices  2  and  4  based  upon  the  total 
service  of  a  station  are  not  Indicative  of 
what  happens  to  Grades  A  and  B  service, 
used  by  the  Commission  as  tlie  criteria  for 
allocation  purposes,  even  from  this  stand¬ 
point  closer  8peM:lngs  are  more  efficient.  Ap¬ 
pendices  21  and  22  show  that  high  VHP 
(channels  7  to  18)  utilizing  816  kw  power 
at  1,000  feet  at  the  median  co-channel  spac- 
Ings  of  250  miles  In  Zone  I  achieve  only 
12,3  percent  channel  efficiency  of  area  within 
the  Grade  A  type  contour  and  23.6  percent 
within  the  B  type  contour.  They  show  fur- 
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tber  that  under  the  same  conditions  but 
at  155  nille  optimum  co-channel  spacing  the 
area  within  the  Grade  A  contour  Is  30.5 
percent  and  the  area  within  the  B  contour 
is  37.4  percent.  This  Is  a  148  percent  In¬ 
crease  of  coverage  within  the  Grade  A  con¬ 
tour  and  a  59  percent  Increase  of  coverage 
within  the  B  contour.  However,  It  must 
be  remembered  In  the  total  coverage  of  the 
channel  at  155  miles,  efficiency  of  total  cov¬ 
erage  is  72  percent  greater  than  at  250  miles. 
Of  course,  If  you  are  comparing  the  coverage 
of  a  single  station  separated  at  250  miles 
with  a  single  station  at  a  co-channel  spacing 
of  155  miles,  the  area  covered  by  each  Is 
1,922  square  miles  and  1,072  miles,  respec¬ 
tively.  But  It  must  be  remembered  that  If 
you  are  going  to  make  such  a  comparison 
for  the  155  mile  spacing  you  can  get  2.6  as 
many  station  assignments  on  an  area  basis 
as  you  can  with  250  mile  spacing.  The 
total  area  covered  by  the  2.6  stations  is  2,787 
square  miles.  This  Is  860  square  miles  more 
area  coverage  by  the  closer  spaced  station 
on  any  high  VHF  channel.  Prom  any  stand¬ 
point  more  complete  area  coverage  can  be 
had  with  high  band  VHF  channels  at  the 
optimum  co-channel  spacing  of  155  miles 
rather  than  250  miles  which  the  Commission 
has  actually  used  In  constructing  the  table 
in  Zone  I. 

III.  It  now  becomes  Important  to  compare 
the  minimum  co-channel  spacings  as  they 
affect  the  total  single  station  service  between 
the  three  bands — low  band  VHF,  high  band 
VHF.  and  UHF.  This  Is  very  Important  from 
a  competitive  standpoint,  especially  In  cities 
where  UHF  and  VHF  are  Intermixed.  The 
minimum  co-channel  spacings  adopted  by 
the  Commission  are  such  that  they  tend  to 
restrict  the  service  on  any  given  UHF  channel 
due  to  co-channel  Interference.  It  will  now 
be  shown  that  the  minimum  co-channel 
apacliigs  adopted  for  the  several  bands  un- 
neces.sarlly  reduce  coverage  of  a  single  station 
on  a  UHF  channel  compared  with  single  sta¬ 
tion  coverage  of  a  VHF  channel  and  therefore 
make  the  UHF  station  noncompetitive  with 
VHF.  It  will  al.so  be  shown  that  It  Is  neces¬ 
sary  to  modify  the  minimum  co-channel 
spacing  for  the  UHF  stations  to  equalize  the 
coverage  efficiency  with  respect  to  the  VHP 
•tatioas.  This  Is  particularly  compelling  be¬ 
cause  the  UHF  Is  Just  now  being  Introduced 
for  commercial  broadcasting  and  the  com¬ 
petitive  value  of  these  channels  Is  17,000.000 
receivers  behind  the  VHP  channels.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  higher  cost  of  original  construction 
and  operation  and  the  unavailability  of 
equipment  for  UHF  stations  as  compared 
with  VHP  stations  are  handicap  enough  al¬ 
ready  without  the  minimum  spacings  for 
UHF  further  threatening  Its  competitive 
position  with  a  VHF  station  In  an  Intermixed 
market.  In  addition,  the  UHF  receivers 
actually  will  be  more  expensive  and  for  a 
time  less  reliable  than  VHF  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  prospective  viewer.  At  the  min¬ 
imum  spacings  of  155  miles  for  UHF  and  170 
for  VHP,  the  UHF  could  never  become  com¬ 
petitive  from  the  standpoint  of  single  sta¬ 
tion  coverage  efficiency  using  maximum 
powers  with  antenna  heights  from  500  to 
2.000  feet,  assuming  that  both  groups  of 
ttations  have  the  same  antenna  height. 
However,  if  a  2,000-foot  antenna  Is  used  on 
UHF  with  a  maximum  power  of  1000  kw  and 
»  500-foot  antenna  Is  used  on  low  band  VHP 
with  100  kw,  UHF  coverage  Is  approximately 
equal  to  the  low  band  VHP.  Appendices  23, 
24.  and  25  are  charts  showing  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  locations  receiving  acceptable  service 
on  each  of  the  bands  utilizing  maximum 
power  and  antenna  heights  of  500,  1,000 
*ncl  2.000  feet,  respectively,  with  spacings 
of  170  miles  for  VHF  and  155  for  UHF.  They 
further  show  that  In  order  to  have  the  UHF 
cover  the  same  total  station  service  based 
Upon  minimum  VHF  spacing,  the  UHF  licen¬ 
see  would  be  compelled  to  operate  with  maxl- 
•num  j)ower  of  1000  kw  at  2,000  feet,  while  the 
No,  87— Pt.  II - 25 


low  band  VHP  station  could  operate  with 
100  kw  at  500  feet.  Obviously  when  a  UHF 
station  has  to  spend  money  for  a  2,000-foot 
tower  utilizing  1000  kw  In  order  to  compete 
with  a  low  band  VHP  licensee  with  500-foot 
tower  at  100  kw,  he  has  a  very  serious  finan¬ 
cial  handicap.  From  an  economic  stand¬ 
point  no  encouragement  Is  given  the  prospec¬ 
tive  UHF  licensee  to  use  the  UHF  band  In  an 
Intermixed  city. 

Especially  Is  this  true  since  the  UHF  broad¬ 
caster  does  not  produce  any  better  picture 
than  the  VHF  broadcaster.  The  UHF  stand¬ 
ards — lines,  frames  and  fields — are  Identical 
with  the  VHP.  It  would  seem  Incontrovert¬ 
ible  that  from  an  economic  standpoint  the 
Commission  ought  not  to  adopt  a  policy  of 
minimum  spacings  which  require  heavy  ex¬ 
penditure  for  1,500  feet  additional  tow’er 
height  and  900  kw  more  power  In  comparison 
with  the  low  band  VHF  to  cover  substantially 
the  same  number  of  locations  In  the  VHP 
service  area.  As  a  matter  of  fact.  In  compar¬ 
ing  the  relative  number  of  locations  served 
by  UHF  stations  at  minimum  co-channel 
spacings  with  VHF  stations  at  spacings  actu¬ 
ally  employed  In  constructing  the  Table  of 
Assignments,  UHF  stations  operating  In  the 
same  community  would  cover  substantially 
less  locations  (approximately  50  percent) 
than  VHP  stations.  Tills  is  significant  be¬ 
cause  the  Commission  has  adopted  a  policy 
of  minimum  co-channel  spacing  of  170  miles 
for  VHF  channels,  but  the  actual  VHF  assign¬ 
ments  tend  toward  a  service  which  Is  lim¬ 
ited  by  noise  only.  It  has  been  said  that 
the  UHF  Table  Is  Incomplete:  nevertheless 
the  minimum  co-channel  spacing  for  UHF  Is 
still  155  miles.  Therefore  this  minimum 
spacing  for  UHF  is  an  economic  threat  to 
anyone  who  might  invest  In  a  2,000-foot  tower 
and  equipment  to  generate  1,000  kw  radiated 
power  In  order  to  compete  with  a  VHF  li¬ 
censee  unless  the  minimum  station  spacing 
Is  at  least  200  miles.  What  the  applicant 
for  a  UHF  license  needs  In  order  to  be  assured 
of  competitive  equality  with  the  low  band 
VHP,  with  VHP  spacings  actually  employed 
In  the  table  (Appendices  7  to  13)  would  be  a 
table  of  co-channel  spacings  for  UHF  greater 
than  250  miles  and  powers  considerably  above 
1,000  kw. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Commission  has  assigned 
UHF  more  extensively  to  small  communities, 
obviously  all  of  our  experience  In  broadcast¬ 
ing  would  certainly  show  us  that  licensees  In 
such  areas  never  will  be  able  to  make  eco¬ 
nomic  use  of  the  UHF  stations  at  maximum 
powers  and  antenna  heights.  In  addition, 
insofar  as  UHF  has  been  assigned  as  a  local 
service  to  smaller  communities  generally,  we 
have  placed  the  heaviest  burden  upon  both 
the  broadcaster  (the  original  construction 
cost  and  operating  costs  are  higher  for  UHP 
than  for  VHF)  and  upon  the  viewer  (VHF- 
only  receiving  sets  will  require  adapters  and 
sets  capable  of  receiving  UHF  will  be  more 
expensive  than  for  VHF).  Even  If  a  prospec¬ 
tive  UHF  licensee  would  weigh  the  cost  of  the 
purchase  of  an  existing  VHP  station  In  any 
one  of  the  large  multistation  markets  with 
its  high  coverage  efficiency  assured  by  the  ac¬ 
tual  spacings  employed  In  the  table,  versus 
capitalization  of  the  cost  of  converting  all 
VHF-only  receivers  presently  In  such  mar¬ 
kets,  there  still  would  be  a  large  portion  of 
the  VHF  service  area  he  could  not  cover  If 
both  UHF  and  VHF  stations  operated  at  the 
same  antenna  heights  and  at  the  respective 
maximum  powers.  The  prospective  applicant 
for  UHF  facilities  In  a  major  market  where 
VHF  Is  already  operating  has  two  costs  to 
capitalize:  (1)  The  costs  of  his  station  and 
(2)  the  cost  of  buying  an  audience.  1.  e.,  UHP 
converters  for  VHF-only  receivers.  Even  If 
these  converters  were  available  to  him  at 
manufacturer’s  cost,  this  expeiidlture  for  Just 
the  opportunity  to  get  listeners  in  such  a 
mixed  market  would  probably  be  more  than 
his  entire  UHP  station.  And  after  capitaliz¬ 
ing  this  additional  cost,  which  the  VHF  li¬ 
censee  does  not  have,  the  minimum  spacings 


and  the  spacings  actually  employed  In  the 
Table  of  Assignments  for  VHP  channels  will 
give  him  only  half  a  VHF  audience. 

Obviously,  the  Commission  can  relieve  the 
situation  without  throwing  this  tremendous 
burden  upon  the  prospective  UHP  li^isee 
insofar  as  equalization  of  service  area  Sbon- 
cerned  by  widening  the  UHP  co-cl3nnel 
spacings  and  narrowing  the  VHP  co-channel 
spacings  to  equalize  the  distribution  of  loca¬ 
tions  receiving  acceptable  service  from  all 
groups  of  channels.  This  certainly  should  be 
the  main  objective  of  any  allocation  plan 
where  a  new  band  of  frequencies  Is  being 
Introduced  for  commercial  operation. 

The  Commission  blows  hot  and  cold  on 
two  sides  of  the  same  proposition.  On  the 
one  hand  It  says  that  maximum  rural  cover¬ 
age  Is  obtained  with  wide  spacings,  and  on 
the  other  hand  It  says  If  you  have  a  large 
number  of  cities  close  together  you  can  get 
large  rural  coverage  by  the  use  of  many  sta¬ 
tions  on  different  channels  because  “there 
W’ould  be  an  overlapping  of  service  contours 
and  a  multiplicity  of  alternative  services.” 
The  question  unanswered  by  the  Commission 
is:  Why  did  It  persist  In  wide  spacings  in 
constructing  the  Zone  I  portion  of  this  table? 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  fromithe  standpoint  of 
efficient  channel  coverage  there  is  no  answer 
because  the  actual  assignments  have  moved 
toward  maximum  single  station  efficiency  In¬ 
stead  of  total  maximum  channel  effleienry. 
Therefore,  this  firm,  fixed  and  final  allocation 
plan  shrinks  the  available  seven  high  band 
VHP  channels  used  at  the  median  spacings 
of  280  miles  actually  employed  In  construct¬ 
ing  the  table  and  gives  no  more  coverags 
than  three  of  the  same  group  of  channels  if 
155  miles  optimum  spacing  were  employed. 

If  co-channel  spacings  of  170  miles  were 
actually  used  for  V'^HF  assignments  in  the 
Table  and  200  miles  for  UHF  at  maximum 
power  (ICO  kw  and  316  kw  for  low  VHP  and 
high  VHF  respectively  and  1,000  kw  for  UHF) 
and  all  operate  at  antenna  heights  of  500 
feet,  UHF  can  be  competitive  with  low  band 
VHF.  It  can  be  competitive  with  low  band 
VHF  when  1,000  feet  antenna  heights  are  used 
at  the  same  respective  spacings  and  powers. 
UHP  Is  not  only  competitive  with  low  band 
VHF  but  is  also  competitive  with  high  band 
VHF  when  all  operate  at  2.000  feet  antenna 
heights  with  the  same  spacings  and  powers 
Indicated  above.  Therefore,  It  Is  concluded 
that  a  200  mile  minimum  co-channel  spacing 
for  UHF  assignments  in  the  Table  Is  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  UHP  single  station  coverage 
competitive  with  VHP  station  coverage  pro¬ 
vided  170-mlle  spacings  are  actually  adhered 
to  for  VHF  channels.  Appendices  23  through 
28  show  that  the  170-miie  co-channel  spac¬ 
ings  for  VHF  channels  In  Zone  I  and  those 
portions  of  Zone  II  which  have  the  same 
characteristics  as  Zone  I,  as  heretofore  In¬ 
dicated.  should  not  be  Just  a  stated  policy 
of  the  Commission  for  VHF  channel  assign¬ 
ments  but  they  should  actually  be  employed 
In  constructing  the  Table  to  make  UHF  at 
200-mlle  co-channel  spacings  competitive 
with  VHF.  These  charts  further  confirm  the 
fact  that  UHF  has  the  potential  of  equalizing 
the  station  coverage  of  both  high  VHP  and 
low  VHP  when  ail  operate  at  2,000  feet 
antenna  heights  at  the  respective  maximum 
power  for  each  group  and  that  UHF  has 
better  potential  for  wide  area  coverage  than 
either  of  the  VHP  groups  of  channels  when 
the  UHF  Is  spaced  at  200  miles  and  the  VHP 
is  spaced  at  170  miles  or  Its  equivalent. 
They  show  that  there  Is  a  basic  error  In  the 
Commission’s  assumption  that  only  VHP 
channels  have  a  potential  for  wide  area 
coverage — assigning  VHP  channels  to  the 
largest  cities. 

Appendices  26,  27,  and  28  .show  that  you 
can  make  any  one  of  these  groups  of  chan¬ 
nels  (low  band  VHF,  Channels  2  to  6;  high 
band  VHF,  Channels  7  to  13;  and  UHP, 
Channels  14  to  83)  the  preferred  wide  area 
coverage  channels  simply  by  employing 
wider  spacings  for  the  group  the  Commission. 
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wishes  to  prefer.*  Appendices  23  to  28,  in¬ 
clusive,  show  that  If  a  proper  co-channel 
spacing  policy  is  Incorporated  into  the  gen¬ 
eral  rules  and  standards  of  the  Commission 
and  actually  followed  in  an  assignment  table, 
each  can  be  made  to  serve  the  same  area  and 
the  same  relative  number  of  locations  in 
such  area.  This  ought  to  be  a  bare  minimum 
objective  for  a  policy  of  Intermixture  of  VHP 
and  UHP  channels  in  the  same  city.  Con¬ 
trary  to  this  objective,  the  general  rules  and 
Etiindards  and  this  Arm,  Axed  and  Anal  clty- 
to-city  allocation  plan  show  every  sign  of 
trying  to  skirt  around  the  natural  wide  area 
coverage  potential  of  UHP  as  if  the  technical 
problems  in  both  transmitter  and  receiver 
equipment  development  for  UHP  may  never 
be  overcome  or  that  scientlAc  knowledge  in 
overcoming  the  present  equipment  difficul¬ 
ties  is  frozen  at  the  present  stage. 

Obviously,  the  Commission's  assignment 
plan  that  presumes  to  look  ahead  for  40 
years  ought  to  provide  a  sound  economic  set¬ 
ting  for  licensees  of  each  group  of  channels 
to  be  competitive  with  all  others  to  afford 
each  licensee  a  fair  chance  to  render  service 
to  comparable  service  areas,  with  the  same 
opportunity  for  fair  return  on  his  investment. 

Inasmuch  as  4he  Commission  has  used 
UHP  by  and  Urge  for  assignment  to  small 
cities  and  as  a  mere  supplement  to  the  wide 


The  values  talcen  from  the  efficiency  charts 
(Appendices  1  to  6)  and  the  above  table  are 
practical  because  we  can  utilize  powers, 
heights,  and  co-channel  spacings  at  any 
values  within  these  parameters  to  obtain  op¬ 
timum  ure  of  82  television  channels. 
Roughly,  10  times  the  power  Is  required  to 
obtain  the  same  expansion  of  coverage  that 
can  be  obtained  with  doubling  the  antenna 
height. 

Values  of  power,  height  and  spacing  be¬ 
tween  these  parameters  may  be  used  to  ob¬ 
tain  mere  optimum  use  of  all  channels,  VHP 
and  UHF.  It  is  unreasonable  to  use  exces¬ 
sive  powers  which  prelude  a  simulated  full 
triangular  lattice,  especially  in  Zone  I  and 
the  parts  of  Zone  II  hereinbefore  indicated, 
which  would  provide  maximum  station  cov¬ 
erage  at  the  expense  of  optimum  use  of  the 
spectrum  (all  television  channels). 

Appendices  1  to  6  show  that  the  maximum 
channel  efficiency  as  distinguished  from  sin¬ 
gle  station  efficiency  is  obtained  regardless 
of  powers  ranging  from  rather  nominal 
values  of  10  kw  for  low  band  VHP,  31.6  for 
high  band  VHP  and  100  kw  for  UHF,  to  the 
highest  practical  powers  obtainable  with 
co-channel  spacings  ranging  from  between 
100  and  155  miles.  Therefore,  It  would  seem 
logical  to  utilize  this  difference  In  efficiency  of 
antenna  heights  versus  power  in  a  manner 
that  will  At  the  median  size  city,  as  a  general 
allocation  plan,  and  tlie  largest  city  as  an  ex¬ 
ceptional  case.  To  put  It  graphically,  use  a 
lattice  that  will  At  the  median  size  city  in 
the  country  and  tear  out  the  lattice  for  the 
exceptional  case,  i.  e.,  Los  Angeles  from  a 


*  Provided  sufficient  antenna  height  is 
utilized  by  UHF, 


area  single  station  coverage  of  VHP  channels 
located  generally  In  the  larger  cities,  the 
burden  of  UHF  is  thrown  generally  upon  the 
people  least  able  to  pay  if  they  are  ever  to 
receive  a  Grade  A  service — the  rural  popula¬ 
tions.  General  experience  would  tell  us  that 
the  rural  populations  are  the  least  able  to 
pay  the  higher  price  (higher  cost  receivers) 
for  Grade  A  television  service  and  that  a 
prospective  UHF  broadcaster  has  less  chance 
to  recoup  investment  in  constructing  and 
operating  a  UHF  station  which  costs  more< 
than  a  VHF  station.  These  considerations 
are  not  consistent  with  the  original  basic 
purpose  of  this  Arm,  Axed  and  Anal  alloca¬ 
tion  plan — to  protect  the  small  communities 
against  preemption  of  VHP  channels  by 
large  cities.  The  Commission  should  aban¬ 
don  the  use  of  VHP  in  large  cities  for  wide 
area  rural  coverage.  Optimum  spacings  less 
than  those  used  in  the  assignment  table  or 
in  the  rules  and  standards  give  more  Grade 
A  service  to  the  rural  population  than  the 
method  used  by  the  Commission. 

Appendices  1  to  6  show  incontrovertibly 
that  optimum  channel  efficiency  can  be  ob¬ 
tained  at  the  optimum  spacings  Indicated 
below,  at  both  minimum  and  maximum 
powers,  and  antenna  heights  of  500  to  1,000 
feet,  as  follows: 


standpoint  of  geographic  considerations  and 
Denver  from  the  standpoint  of  population 
characteristics. 

Appendix  30  illustrates  the  different  spac¬ 
ings  that  can  be  used  with  standardized  in¬ 
terferences  to  provide  substantially  equal 
service  aieas  for  cities  of  all  sizes  located  at 
random  distances  from  each  other  in  order  to 
simulate  a  perfect  full  lattice.  A  sample  of 
how  this  table  may  be  put  into  effect  is 
shown  by  Appendix  29. 

Appendix  31  shows  how  to  get  different 
sizes  of  .■service  areas  for  different  size  cities 
to  supply  their  respective  needs — trading 
areas  or  areas  of  cultural  Inffuence — with 
different  co-channel  spacings  using  stand¬ 
ardized  interferences  and  different  powers 
and  antenna  heights.  It  shows  how  to  get 
that  unequal  service  area  to  meet  the  re¬ 
spective  needs  of  the  smallest  community 
and  the  largest  community  with  random 
spacings,  random  powers  and  random  an¬ 
tenna  heights  in  each  group  of  frequencies. 
A  sample  of  how  this  table  may  be  put  into 
effect  is  shown  by  Appiendix  30. 

rv.  The  Commission  seeks  to  buttress  its 
excessive  separation  factor  by  arguing  that 
it  is  necessary  in  view  of  the  limited  amount 
of  propagation  data  now  available  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  “safety  factor.”  The  majority  recog¬ 
nizes,  however,  that  such  a  safety  factor 
can  only  be  JustiAed  if  it  is  possible  in  the 
future  to  modify  its  p^sent  separations. 
If  the  separations  in  the  table  are  to  be 
Axed,  the  excuse  for  the  “safety  factor”  must 
fall.  The  Commission  says  that  when  more 
propagation  data  is  available  it  will  take 
apjM-oprlate  action  with  respect  to  modifying 
its  table — presumably  assigning  channels  at 


closer  spacings.  This  seems  a  plausible  so’.u- 
tion  on  the  surface.  However,  the  Commis- 
Sion  completely  destroys  any  hope  that  more 
assignments  will  be  made  in  the  VHF  portion 
of  the  spectrum  by  its  admission  in  foot- 
note  25  that  it  has  not  teen  able  to  remove 
existing  operations  which  do  not  cc  mply 
with  its  minimum  separations  because  “it 
has  not  been  possible  to  remove  these  cases 
without  unwarranted  dislocation.”  At  pres¬ 
ent  there  are  only  108  stations  on  tlis  air 
in  64  markets.  Obviously  any  attempt  at 
adjustments  after  more  stations  get  on  the 
air  would  Involve  more  unwarranted  dislo- 
cations  which  would  preclude  the  Commis¬ 
sion  from  adding  more  assignments.  Since 
each  additional  station  put  on  the  air  would 
Increase  the  problem  of  dislocation  involved 
in  any  attempt  to  modify  the  spacing 
adopted  now,  it  is  apparent  that  the  Com-  | 
mission's  “safety  factor”  is  simply  an  Increase  I 
in  mileage  separations  arbitrarily  impesed  I 
without  any  propagation  data  to  support  it  j 
in  the  VHF.  In  the  UHF  where  propagation  | 
data  by  contrast  is  almost  nonexistent,  tliey  | 
have  failed  to  put  in  a  safety  factor  in  the  | 
general  rules  for  co-channel  spacing  of  UHF  j 
stations.  Since  the  Information  on  UHF 
propagation  is  admittedly  so  meager,  the 
Commission  is  much  more  harsh  with  UHF 
spacings  than  they  are  with  VHF.  Either 
the  Commission  does  not  need  a  “safety 
factor"  in  the  VHP  or  it  is  very  reckless  with  I 
the  UHP,  since  the  UHF  propagation  data  | 
that  is  available  shows  that  interference  Is  I 
higher  on  the  UHF  than  it  is  in  the  VHF  | 
on  any  comparable  distance  in  miles  from  3 
the  transmitter.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  a  min-  I 
imum  of  1C3  miles  is  required  in  the  UHF  I 
to  protect  the  Grade  A  service  area  of  UHP  | 
stations.  No  place  in  the  minimum  rpac-  I 
ing  in  the  general  rules  and  regu’tations  have  | 
they  Impinged  upon  VHF  Grade  A  service,  i 
In  short,  the  Commission  provides  a  "safety  | 
factor”  where  the  information  indicates  It  1 
is  not  needed  (in  the  VHF)  and  they  don't  fj 
provide  it  in  the  UHF  band  where  the  in-  | 
formation  is  so  meager  it  might  be  advisable.  J 
This  is  an  admission  that  the  Commission  j 
means  to  make  local  (small  coverage)  serv-  I 
ice  out  of  UHP  channels  even  when  assigned  j 
to  the  largest  markets  regardless  of  its  fu-  ^ 
ture  potential  for  wide  area  coverage,  or  that  j 
it  has  a  double  standard  in  applying  the  d 
“safety  factor”.  Obviously  the  “safety  fac¬ 
tor”  is  a  snare  and  a  delusion.  d 

The  whole  theory  of  a  safety  factor  In  I 
minimum  co-channel  spacings  is  based  upon  j 
administrative  convenience  rather  than  any  | 
sacrosanct  value  that  may  be  attached  to  jj 
the  minimum  co-channel  spacings  adopted  J 
in  the  Commission's  decision  today,  at  least  J 
within  the  parameters  of  the  engineering  J 
evidence  shown  by  the  efficiency  charts,  Ap-  1 
jjendices  1  to  6.  for  the  powers,  antenna  J 
heights,  and  separations  indicated.  1 

The  whole  idea  that  engineering  considera¬ 
tions  dictate  the  respective  minimum  co-  J 
channel  spacings  for  each  zone  stems  from  [j 
two  inconsistent  ideas  expressed  in  the  Third  j 
Notice,  Appendix  A,  paragraph  C4a,  wherein 
the  statement  is  made  predicting  service  I 
areas  and  Interference :  “The  Commission  is  J 
satisAed  that  on  the  basis  of  the  data  pres¬ 
ently  available  to  it  the  data  underlying  the 
propagation  charts  are  sufficient  to  afford  an 
adequate  statistical  basis  for  describing  the 
Aeld  intensities  under  average  conditions, 
but  it  is  expected  that  there  may 
stantial  variations  in  individual  areas.”  On  ^ 
the  other  hand.  In  the  same  document.  Ap¬ 
pendix  A,  paragraph  E  1,  under  the  subject  ^ 
of  station  separations,  co-channel  separa¬ 
tions,  the  statement  is  made:  “In  the  second 
place,  much  of  the  propagation  data— a  • 
though  the  best  available  •  •  •  upo-  I 

which  the  Commission  relies  is  qun  | 

meager  •  •  •  until  sufficient  propaga¬ 

tion  data  are  available.” 

Prom  these  two  statements  the  Commis¬ 
sion  acquires  the  philosophy  that  t  ^ 
tropospheric  Informat-on  it  has  is  6'^ 
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enouRh  for  a  national  allocation  plan  but 
insufficient  for  particular  assignments  in 
specific  cities.  From  an  engineering  stand¬ 
point  there  is  absolutely  no  basis  in  fact  to 
pretend  that  there  is  a  difference  in  tropo¬ 
sphere  effects  between  stations  where  the 
co-chaiinel  spaclngs  are  reduced,  the  antenna 
heights  raised  to  obtain  greater  efficiency  in 
coverage  and  the  power  lowered  to  equalize 
the  minimum  co-channel  spaclngs  adopted 
In  the  Sixth  Report  and  Order. 

Tiie  Sixth  Report  and  Order  gives  the  im¬ 
plicit  impression  that  engineering  has  dic¬ 
tated  this  unique  plan — the  inordinately 
wide  spacings  actually  used  in  constructing 
the  table.  It  should  be  clearly  pointed  out 
that  engineering  factors  do  not  determine  a 
unique  allocation.  Thousands  of  different 
plans  could  be  drawn  up  which  were  correct 
engineering-wise,  changing  the  minimum 
co-channel  mileage  separations  for  each 
group  of  channels  within  the  parameters  of 
power  and  antenna  heights  that  Appendices 
1  to  6  recommend.  Therefore  there  is  wide 
latitude  from  an  engineering  standpoint  for 
thousands  of  different  plans.  The  engineer¬ 
ing  only  places  limitations  on  what  can  ba 
done.  The  Commission  has  relied  upon  the 
simple  rule  of  minimum  co-channel  spaclngs 
(even  though  it  admits  that  a  simple  rule 
cannot  be  utilized)  and  for  administrative 
convenience  wants  to  throw  away  all  of  the 
enginearing  factors  upon  which  all  the  min¬ 
imum  co-channel  calculations  for  the  plan 
are  based.  For  Instance,  all  of  the  Grade  A 
and  B  service  areas  at  all  powers  and  antenna 
heights  used  in  constructing  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  general  rules  and  regulations  and  in  its 
clty-to-city  allocation  plan  are  based  upon 
the  simple  formula  that  the  desired  station 
for  at  lea.st  90  i>ercent  of  the  time  produces  a 
signal  at  the  edge  of  Its  Grade  B  contour  at 
lea.st  28  db  above  the  10  percent  Interfering 
signal  from  each  co-channel  station,  not 
more  than  6  db  below  the  adjacent  channel 
Interfering  signal  and  30  db  above  random 
noise.  The  standard  measurement  of  these 
signals  is  the  F  50-50  and  the  F  50-10  curves. 
Tables  for  the  F  60-50  curve  at  10  mile  inter¬ 
vals  from  the  transmitter  show  the  field  In¬ 
tensity  of  a  1  kw  transmitter  in  db  for 
antenna  heights  at  500,  1,000  and  2,000  feet. 
The  P  5a-50  is  Appendix  32.  The  Interfering 
signal  field  intensity  of  a  1  kw  transmitter  in 
db  for  the  F  50-10  curve  at  distances  for 
every  10  miles  from  70  miles  to  300  miles 
are  shown  in  Appendix  33.  Any  layman  can 
calculate  the  rate  of  decline  of  signal 
strength  for  the  desired  station  from  Ap¬ 
pendix  32  between  any  10-mlle  separation 
and  the  rate  of  decline  in  the  interfering 
signal  with  Api>endlx  33  at  every  10-mlle 
spacing  and  be  able  to  add  the  appropriats 
number  of  db’s  for  kilowatts  of  power  con¬ 
templated  to  the  values  in  this  table  for  both 
the  desired  and  undesired  station  to  predict 
the  desired  station's  service  area  by  Jockeying 
antenna  heights  up  and  power  down  until 
the  efficiency  of  antenna  heights  over  radi¬ 
ated  power  brings  the  desired  result.  In  this 
tnanner  he  can  either  equalize  the  approx¬ 
imate  service  area  maintained  by  the  min¬ 
imum  co-channel  spaclngs  adopted  by  the 
Commi.ssion  or  obtain  a  service  area  which 
will  satisfy  the  community  to  be  served  and 
at  the  same  time  make  more  optimum  use 
of  the  channel.  There  is  no  secret  or  trick 
in  maintaining  the  ratios  by  this  simple 
device  and  give  the  same  safety  factor  fronv 
the  standpoint  of  tropospheric  Interference 
is  given  by  the  Commission  with  its  min¬ 
imum  co-channel  spaclngs  adopted  In  this 
decision.  Tlie  Commission  on  the  other 
hand  would  leave  an  area  without  a  channel 
assignment  even  if  It  is  Just  1  or  6  miles 
under  the  minimum  spacing,  rather  than 
make  the  channel  coverage  (optimum  spec¬ 
trum  use)  more  efficient.  Cf.  Coldwater, 
Michigan,  and  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania,  in 
the  clty-to-clty  portion  of  the  Commission’s 
decl.slon.  Again  the  Commission’s  false 
"safety  factor’’  philosophy  prejudices  those 


least  able  to  pay  in  favor  of  the  great  metro¬ 
politan  populations.  It  would  rather  space 
stations  so  far  that  their  service  is  limited 
by  noise,  a  100  percent  of  the  time  inter¬ 
ference  factor  for  the  rural  and  small  urban 
resident,  by  throwing  emphasis  to  the  im¬ 
portance  of  a  10  percent  of  the  time  co¬ 
channel  Interference  factor.  The  rural  res¬ 
ident  can’t  get  a  signal  in  the  noise  zone 
with  a  hunting  license  because  there  isn’t 
any  signal  but  the  metropolitan  area  res¬ 
ident  in  the  Interference  zone  can  get  a 
usable  signal  by  orientation  of  a  relatively 
Inexpensive  antenna  installation  (compared 
to  the  listener  miles  away  from  the  trans¬ 
mitter)  to  take  advantage  of  its  ordinary 
rejection  ratio.  Therefore,  it  seems  unjust 
and  unreasonable  that  the  Commission 
should  take  the  hard  and  fast  rule  of  min¬ 
imum  co-channel  spacings  as  the  sole  criteria 
for  station  assignments  as  if  they  were  all 
utilizing  maximum  power  and  maximum 
antenna  heights. 

I  pointed  out  in  my  dissent  to  the  Memo¬ 
randum  Opinion  of  the  Commission  on  the 
statutory  authority  to  adopt  a  Table  of 
Assignments  (released  July  13.  1951)  that 
section  307  (b)  of  the  Communications  Act 
requires  the  Commission  to  determine  the 
problems  of  fair,  equitable  and  efficient  dis¬ 
tribution  of  radio  service  among  the  several 
states  and  communities  in  proceedings  on 
applications  for  radio  station  licenses  and 
modifications  and  renewals  thereof.  I  think 
it  plain  that  Congress  Intended  not  merely  to 
protect  rights  of  applicants  but  to  provide 
the  most  effective  procedure  for  Commission 
determinations.  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
Commir:,ion  can  substitute  its  views  or  pref¬ 
erences  for  other  procedures  for  the  method 
laid  down  by  Congress.  I  will  not  here  re¬ 
peat  at  further  length  the  arguments  con¬ 
tained  in  my  dissenting  opinion  above 
referred  to. 

If  it  be  assumed,  however,  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  is  free  to  evade  its  duty  to  decide 
section  307  (b)  Issues  in  competitive  hearings 
en  applications  and  in  lieu  thereof  to  make 
a  predetermination  of  such  Issues  in  a  gen¬ 
eral  proceeding,  there  are  two  fatal  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  Commission’s  present  attempt  to 
make  such  a  predetermination.  First,  essen¬ 
tial  considerations  required  to  be  decided  on 
the  basis  of  fact  have  been  completely  ig¬ 
nored  by  the  Commission  in  the  Instant  pro¬ 
ceedings.  See  Easton  Publishing  Co.  v. 
F.  C.  C.  175  F.  (2)  344,  4  RR  2147.  The  sec¬ 
ond  is  that  the  engineering  basis  upon  which 
the  Commission  purports  to  rest  its  decision 
does  not  in  fact  support  the  result  but  on 
the  contrary  demonstrates  its  invalidity. 

The  majority  admits  that  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  element  in  its  assignment  plan  is  its 
minimum  spacing  or  station  separation  fac¬ 
tor.  It  is  demonstrated  below  that  the  mini¬ 
mum  separation  factor  stated  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  is  unsound  from  an  engineering 
standpoint  and  is  designed  to  preclude 
rather  than  permit  maximum  service.  Fur¬ 
ther  than  that,  it  is  shown  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  has  completely  failed  to  make  assign¬ 
ments  which  would  be  permitted  if  it  ad¬ 
hered  to  its  own  separations.  The  net  result 
Is  that  the  Commission  has  drastically  lim¬ 
ited  the  number  of  television  stations  which 
could  be  licensed  in  this  country  and  has 
created  an  artificial  scarcity.  I  am  pro¬ 
foundly  disturbed  not  only  by  the  long  range 
effect  of  this  action  but  by  the  Immediate 
consequences,  which  are  that  years  of  litiga¬ 
tion  must  ensue  before  any  considerable 
number  of  new  television  stations  can  be 
put  in  operation  in  the  United  States. 

It  is  theoretically  possible  from  a  technical 
standpoint  to  provide  for  over  2>a  times  as 
many  VHF  stations  if  a  proper  separation 
factor  Is  used  as  could  be  provided  If  the 
Commission’s  separation  factor  Is  used. 
Practical  considerations  undoubtedly  would 
limit  somewhat  the  number  of  stations  that 
are  possible  from  a  theoretical  standpoint. 


But  these  considerations  apply  alike  to  the 
number  permissible  using  the  Commission’s 
separation  factor  and  to  the  number  possible 
I'sing  a  proper  separation  factor. 

The  standard  by  which  the  rules  and  tele¬ 
vision  allocation  table  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  must  be  tested  is  whether  they 
provide  “a  fair,  efficient  and  equitable”  dis¬ 
tribution  of  television  service  in  compliance 
with  section  307  (b).  As  the  Commission 
said  in  its  Memorandum  Opinion  in  this 
proceeding  released  on  July  13,  1951,  that  is 
the  “standard  to  be  applied  in  all 
cases.  •  *  •”  In  their  Report  they  have 

given  only  lip  service  to  that  standard  and 
then  principally  in  situations  in  which  the 
standard  enabled  them  to  reject  some  con¬ 
tention  made  by  one  or  more  of  the  parties 
(par.  194). 

The  fatal  defect  in  the  approach  of  the 
Commission  is  that,  despite  their  occasional 
reference  to  the  “fair,  efficient  and  equitable 
distribution”  standard,  that  standard  has 
been  abandoned  in  favor  of  an  undiscrim¬ 
inating  adherence,  sometimes  explicit  and 
always  implicit,  to  a  supposed  policy  of  ad¬ 
ministrative  convenience.  The  inevitable 
result  is  an  allocation  which  is  neither  fair 
nor  efficient  nor  equitable  and  which  so  far 
departs  from  the  realities  as  to  be  com¬ 
pletely  arbitrary  and  capricious.  The  pre¬ 
ceding  discussion  has  to  some  extent 
Indicated  the  arbitrary  nature  of  the  engi¬ 
neering  conclusions  upon  which  the  alloca¬ 
tions  rest;  a  brief  summary  of  a  few  of  the 
practical  results  will  serve  to  Illustrate  how 
far  the  allocations  serve  to  defeat  the  injunc¬ 
tion  of  the  Communications  Act  that  the 
Commission  “generally  encourage  the  larger 
and  more  effective  use  of  radio  in  the  public 
Interest”  (sec.  303  (g)),  and  “when  and 
insofar  as  there  is  demand  for  the  same,  the 
Commission  shall  make  such  distribution  of 
licenses,  frequencies,  hours  of  operation,  and 
of  power  among  the  several  States  and  com¬ 
munities  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient,  and 
equitable  distribution  of  radio  service  to 
each  of  the  same”  (sec.  307  (b)).  [Em¬ 
phasis  supplied.  I 

The  Commission  emphasizes  at  the  outset 
that  the  allocations  “must  be  based  upon, 
and  must  reflect,  the  best  available  engineer¬ 
ing  information”  (par.  2).  Having  an¬ 
nounced  that  undebatable  proposition,  they 
then  proceed  to  adopt  a  table  of  allocations 
based  upon  curves  which  they  explicitly  con¬ 
cede  are  Inapplicable  to  any  specific  station. 
This  is  the  first  administrative  decision  of 
which  I  am  aware  which  so  frankly  conceded 
that  the  general  principles  underlying  it  can¬ 
not  be  applied  to  any  specific  situation  which 
will  be  governed  by  the  decision.  As  the 
Commission  admits,  the  allocations  are  based 
upon  hypothetical  situations  which  will 
never  occur,  upon  the  assumption  contrary  to 
fact,  that  the  stations  which  will  be  Involved 
will  be  “typical  ones  producing  the  average 
field  intensities  described  by  the  charts.” 
Such  an  arbitrary  assumption  may  simplify 
the  work  of  the  Commission  but  it  can 
scarcely  be  expected  to  result  in  a  fair,  effi¬ 
cient  or  equitable  distribution  of  television 
facilities.  It  is  easier  to  estimate  the  num¬ 
ber  of  lemons  in  a  barrel  if  you  assume  the 
barrel  is  filled  with  lemons,  but  the  estimate 
is  of  dubious  value  if  you  know  in  advance 
that  the  barrel  contains  grapefruit  and 
oranges  but  no  lemons. 

The  most  striking  result  of  this  blind  devo¬ 
tion  to  administrative  convenience  is  the  ar¬ 
bitrary  specification  of  minimum  co-channel 
separations  on  the  mistaken  theory  that  “the 
larger  and  more  effective  use  of  radio  in  the 
public  Interest”  and  the  “efficient”  distribu¬ 
tion  of  television  service  requires  maximum 
station  coverage  In  terms  of  freedom  from 
theoretical  co-channel  Interference  rather 
than  maximum  use  of  the  available  frequen¬ 
cies.  The  Commission  has  sought  to  protect 
the  Interference-free  service  areas  of  existing 
and  proposed  stations  by  reducing  subtan- 
tlally  the  number  of  stations  which  can  be 
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accommodated  throughout  the  country  by 
the  device  of  eEtabllshlng  excessive  minimum 
co-channel  assignment  sf>aclngs.  The  result 
is,  as  the  Conunlsslon  states,  to  Improve  the 
Grade  B  service  of  the  proposed  stations;  It  Is 
also  greatly  to  reduce  the  number  of  stations 
and  the  availability  of  additional  service,  both 


*  The  Commission  states  several  times  In 
Its  opinion  that  the  setting  aside  of  channels 
for  noncommercial,  educational  use  Is  pre¬ 
cisely  the  same  type  of  reservation  of  chan¬ 
nels  as  that  provided  by  the  assignment  table 
lor  commercial  stations  In  the  various  com¬ 
munities.  This  Is  not  the  view  that  I  take 
of  the  assignment  of  shared  use  of  the 
channels  for  noncommercial,  educational 
television  stations,  and  I  do  not  believe  the 
majority’s  statement  correctly  describes  the 
action  of  the  Commission.  The  Commission 
has  created  a  new  class  of  radio  stations  and 
a  new  use  of  the  radio  frequencies,  namely, 
noncommercial,  educational  television.  This 
class  is  as  distinct  from  commercial  tele¬ 
vision  stations  as  point-to-point  communi¬ 
cation  stations.  The  Commission  In  provid¬ 
ing  for  any  new  use  of  frequencies  and  as¬ 
signing  specific  frequencies  on  a  full  or 
shared  time  basis  for  a  new  service  may  be 
said  to  "reserve”  frequencies  for  that  service. 
This  Is  an  essentially  different  thing  than 
a  reservation  of  frequencies  for  specific  ap¬ 
plicants  for  specific  communities,  all  of 
which  are  qualified  for  the  use  of  the  service 
Involved.  There  are  numerous  Commission 
precedents,  particularly  where  shared  use  of 
frequencies  Is  involved,  for  designating  areas 
In  which  the  frequencies  will  be  used  for  a 
certain  service.  For  example,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  provided  for  shared  use  of  frequencies 
for  certain  harbor  purposes  and  certain  high¬ 
way  purposes.  Obviously,  to  assign  a  fre¬ 
quency  for  harbor  use  to  Denver  would  be 
absurd.*  In  designating  areas  for  operation 
lor  noncommercial  educational  television 
stations,  the  Commission  sought  to  select 
areas  which  are  "cultural  centers”.  It  would 
obviously  be  a  waste  of  channels  for  the 
Commission  to  assign  channels  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  stations  to  areas  where 
there  are  no  educational  facilities  for  the 
operation  of  such  stations.  The  fundamen¬ 
tal  difference  between  reservation  of  chan¬ 
nels  for  a  class  of  stations  and  reservation  of 
channels  for  favored  communities  as  against 
other  communities  equally  qualified  must  be 
recognlred  If  the  validity  of  our  assignments 
for  noncommercial  educational  television 
stations  Is  to  be  upheld. 

The  resulting  inefficiency  In  the  utilization 
of  available  channels  would  have  been  suffi¬ 
ciently  serious  had  the  table  conformed  to 
the  rules.  But,  In  compiling  the  table,  the 
minimum  co-channel  separations  were 
largely  Ignored;  for  example,  in  the  Eastern 
Zone,  only  some  4  percent  of  the  allocations 


Grade  A  and  Grade  B.to  the  rural  areas  and  to 
Increase  the  areas  which  will  not  receive  any 
television  service.  The  result  is  to  sacrifice 
efficiency  In  the  distribution  of  the  available 
channels  In  order  to  confer  an  unnecessary 
benefit  upon  the  fewer  persons  who,  because 
of  the  Commission’s  rules,  will  be  able  to  eu- 


approximate  the  prescribed  minimum,  and 
the  median  separation  is  250  miles,  or  47 
percent  In  excess  of  the  minimum  of  170 
miles  specified  in  the  rules.  That  means  that 
many  communities  are  losing  the  possibility 
of  television  service  in  order  that  stations 
located  In  other  communities  may  be  pro¬ 
tected. 

That  unfortunate  consequence  is  worsened 
by  the  arbitrary  rules  and  the  Commission’s 
assumption  that  all  stations,  however  small 
the  community,  will  operate  at  the  maxi¬ 
mum  permissible  power.  The  Commission 
has  rejected  the  proposal  for  assignments 
based  upon  limited  power  stations  in  small 
communities  (par.  137-8)  on  the  grounds 
that  the  table  and  rules  “are  based  on  the 
concept  of  affording  each  station  the  widest 
possible  coverage  •  •  •”  and  that  lim¬ 

ited  power  stations,  although  capable  of 
serving  the  local  needs  of  small  communi¬ 
ties,  would  be  Inconsistent  with  that  con¬ 
cept.  The  result  is  obvious:  fewer  stations, 
less  efficient  use  of  available  channels  and 
disregard  of  local  necessities  and  convenience 
In  the  interest  of  maintaining  an  inflexible 
concept. 

Characteristic  of  the  arbitrary  approach 
to  the  problem  and  of  the  resulting  inefficient 
utilization  of  channels  is  the  measurement 
of,  permissible  co-channel  spaclngs  by  the 
accidental  location  of  post  offices  (par.  105- 
8).  Communities  will  be  deprived  of  addi¬ 
tional  channels  because  of  the  wholly  irrele¬ 
vant  fact  that  their  main  post  offices,  which 
have  no  logical  connection  with  any  proposed 
or  possible  television  station,  are  located 
nearer  another  post  office  or  an  existing 
transmitter  than  the  required  minimum  dis¬ 
tance,  notwithstanding  the  existence  of  nu¬ 
merous  potential  transmitter  sites  at  greater 
distances.  It  Is  not  an  answer  to  reply,  as 
does  the  Commission,  that  the  table  and 
rules  are  concerned  with  "assignment  spac¬ 
ing  requirements”  rather  than  “facilities 
spacing  requirements."  Transmitters  will 
not.  In  the  normal  course  of  events,  be 
erected  on  top  of  post  offices;  if  there  are 
available  sites  complying  with  the  rules, 
there  Is  no  reason  to  deprive  a  community  of 
service,  or  of  additional  service,  because  of 
some  ancient  whim  which  determined  the 
Iccation  of  a  main  post  office.  Not  by  such 
accidents  should  the  Commission  make  deci¬ 
sions  affecting  the  efficient  distribution  of 
channels. 

The  Commission  recognizes  the  economic 
problexns  which  will  be  faced  by  UHF  broad- 


ter  the  field.  In  addition,  the  Commission 
has  established  a  new  class  of  stations  which 
will  utilize  these  same  channels  for  noncom¬ 
mercial  educational  facilities  which  play  a 
part  in  the  scarcity  of  VHF  assignments  for 
both  commercial  and  educational  use  in  anr 
city.* 


casters  where  VHP  broadcasting  exists  (par. 
189)  and  expresses  (par.  197)  the  pious  hope 
that  “UHF  stations  will  eventually  compete 
on  a  favorable  basis  with  stations  in  the 
VHF.”  But,  by  giving  excessive  co-channel 
protection  to  VHP  stations  and  Inadequate 
protection  to  UHP  stations  the  Commission 
has  arbitrarily  and  adversely  affected  the 
ability  of  UHP  stations  to  compete.  The 
economic  problems  faced  by  UHP  broadcast¬ 
ers  are  sufficiently  serious  without  the  inter¬ 
jection  of  additional  difficulties  by  rules  and 
tables  based  upon  demonstrably  Inccnect 
engineering  assumptions.  The  arbitrary 
penalization  of  UHP  cannot  be  said  to  result 
in  a  “fair”  or  "equitable”  distribution  of 
television  service  or  "the  larger  and  more 
effective  use”  of  'television  in  the  public 
Interest. 

In  short,  the  Commission’s  preoccup.itlon 
with  the  concept  of  administrative  simplic¬ 
ity  has  led  it  into  the  error  of  first  treating  all 
stations  as  if  they  were  equal  in  order  to 
facilitate  standardization  of  rules  concerning 
separation  and  other  matters  and  then 
adopting  rules  designed  to  assure,  so  far  as 
possible,  that  the  standardization  would  be 
carried  cut  in  practice  without  regard  to 
particular  situations  or  local  requirements. 
Efficient  distribution  of  channels  and  the 
provision  of  the  maximum  number  of  tele¬ 
vision  stations  have  been  sacrificed  to  achieve 
a  misleading  appearance  of  simplicity  of 
administration.  The  public  interest,  con¬ 
venience  and  necessity  have  been  abandoned 
to  the  theoretical  convenience  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  The  small  communities  are  to  be 
subjected  to  rules  drawn  upon  considera¬ 
tions  applicable  primarily  or  wholly  to  large 
cities.  The  apparent  simplicity  of  adminis¬ 
tration  is  an  illusion  that  will  disappear  as 
soon  as  the  number  and  complexity  of  con¬ 
flicting  applications  under  the  standards 
emerge.  The  Commission  thinks  it  has 
eliminated  section  307  (b)  contests  between 
cities  (it  has  not  eliminated  them  all);  but 
by  creating  a  scarcity  of  frequencies  it  has 
created  a  bigger  problem  in  each  city  where 
there  will  surely  be  more  applicants  than 
there  are  channels.  The  administrative 
burden  created  by  competitive  applicants 
for  the  limited  number  of  frequencies  by 
this  artificial  scarcity  of  channel  assign¬ 
ments  will  far  outweigh  the  administrative 
burden  they  are  trying  to  eliminate— inter¬ 
city  section  307  (b)  cases. 

iP.  R.  Doc.  62-4985;  Piled,  May  1,  1952; 
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